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The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's
evaluation of_the JOBSTART program is being funded by a
consortium 0f _foundations, as well as by_ the U.S.
Department of Labor and the National Commission for
Employment Policy. The consortium includes the
Rockefeller, Ford, William and Flora Hewlett, and
Charles Stewart Mott Foundations. In addition; the
American Telephone and Telegraph; Atlantic Richfield,
Aetna Life and Casualty,_ and _Stuart Foundations, as
well as the Chase Manhattan Bank, are supporting a
portion of the operational costs at the JOBSTART sites.

Researchers are encouraged to express their
professional judgments. _Therefore, the findings And
conclusions of the report do not necessarily reflect
the official positions or policies of these funders.

Copyright 1987 by Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
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AMIELE;11=11.1.1

Mounting the JOBSTART demonstration required the perseVerance and
dedication of a large number of individuals over a lengthy period of time.
Appreciation _iS extended to all those who helped make this ambitious
project a reality, from its conception through its implementation.

In a limited funding environment such as that _ehating today, the
availability of research _funds to do_ rigorous evaluatidna is particular-ly important; GratitUde is expressed to the numerOUS foundation,
corporate, and amino Sponsors that are supporting the research and
providing some of the OPerating funds at the JOBSTART sites;

The administrators and staffs of the JOBSTART sites deserve special
credit for their willingness to participate in the demonstration and to
accommodate the demands of the research design. The fact that they have
chosen to do so is a tribute to their vision, their professionalism and
their comsgtment to providing quality services to disadvantaged persons.

The_JOBSTART detbnatration would also not have been possible Without
the cooperation and ft-hen-dial assistance of state and local staffa_respon-
sible for administering programs authorized by the Job Maining_Partnership
Act. They should_ be commended for their foresight and intereSt in
supporting_ innovatiVe Strategies especially since, as tbis report
illustrates, launching the deMonstration was no simple task in the current
environment.

The preparation of thia report involved hours of interviews with many
staff members at the JOBSTART Sites and with local and state JTPA
officials. The authors ate gratefud for the time they gave uS,_ their
forthrightness in answering:611r questions4 and their patience in explaining
the intricacies of the JTPA Syatem. The analysis benefited from their
insights and knowledge of thete issues.

A number of individuals at MORO also deserve special mention; RObert
Ivry has been the guiding force behind JOBSTART for several years; without
his vision, energy and fund=.taising abilities, the demonstration WOuld_not
have been implemented at the _Same scale. The operations staff_=.=. Milton
Little, Marilyn Price, John Mbrgan and Kay Sardo -- were unflagging in
their efforts to identify and develop potential sites. Their knowledge_of
the JOBSTART sites and the JTPA environment is reflected throughout thia
report.

The report also benefited from thelinsightful review of Judith Gueron,
Michael Bangser, Barbara Goldman and_John Wallace. In addition, many of
the themes were initially identified by the late_Joseph Ball. The instru=.
mental role of ale Youth Subcommittee of_the MDRC Board of Directors is
alSo acknowledgeJ with gratitude. Karen Paget and Patti Anderson_ oversaw
the design of the JOBSTART Management information system. Sheila Mandel
and Miriam Rabban edited taw manuscript_with their usual grade, and Gregory
Hoerz and Naomi Weinstein were reaponsible for programming the data.

The Authors

5



-PREFACE

In recent years, there has been widespread concern about the personal

and social costs of the high unemployment rates and low skills letrela Of

Many high-school dropoutS. Unfortunately, there is limited infOrMation

available to policymakers on Solutions of demonstrated effectiveness.

Several years .agoi the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation

(MDRC) began to develop an unusual projeCt, the JOBSTART demonstration,

designed to provide some of that information. The project operates within

the nation's employment and training system authorized by the Job Training

Partnership Act (JTPA). It is targeted to notably disadvantaged high-school

dropouta, and provides them with basic educational and occupational skills

training, combined with support services and assistance in finding an

unsubSidized job; The program approach drew extensively from the Job Corps

and frit= the lessons of previous evaluations arid operational experience;

To obtain reliable answers on whether this approach is effective,

JOBSTART uses a research design of particular rigor, in which eligible

program applicants are assigned at random either to participate in the

program or to a control group. By comparing the two groups' behavior over

time, th JOBSTART evaluation will be able to proVide reliable information

about Whether program participation leads to Changes in employment and

earnings, welfare dependency, and other measured actiVities.

MDRC, a private, nonprofit corporation ekperienced in designing,

managing and evaluating innovative programs, has overall responsibility for

the management of this demonstration and ita eXtenSive evaluation; This
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report is the first in a series planned for the JOBSTART evaluation. It

describes the development of the program model, the site selection process,

the relationship between JOBSTART and the JTPA system, and the first few

months Of recruitment at early-starting sites.

In the mato most comparable, large-scale research and demonstration

projects have been funded primarily by the federal government and have

usually provided program operators with a major part of. the resources

needed to operate the model. The JOBSTART demonstration has neither Of

these advantages, and its successful implementation to date is testiMony to

the commitment of funders and site operators across the country.

An unusual consortium of 11 funders is supporting this evaluation and

the dissemination of lessons and providing a very small proportion of the

local operating costs. The funders include private foundations, corpora-

tions, a federal agency ane a national organization. The willingness of so

many different partners to fund a five-year research and demonstration

effort shows a shared recognitiOn of the importance of the problem and

commitment to testing, finding answers, and serving the diSadvantaged.

The program operators and their state and local funding agencies

deserve special Credit for agreeing to participate in a project which

imposes certain short-term burdens in exchange for more uncertain, future

larger social benefitS. Our continued ability to answer the difficult

questions of social policy research depends on the cooperation of such fat=

sighted program administratorS.

Judith M. Gueron
Pretident



The JOBSTART demonstratiOn is significant from three different policy

perapectives: as a program model targeted to poor, young high=schbol

droPoUts who face many barriers te employment; as a social experiment that

tests that program model vith a random assignment design; and as a demon=

stration operated within the nation's employment and training system for

economically disadvantaged persons authorized by the Job Training

Partnership Adt (JTPA);

The pregram model being tested in JOBSTART combines instruction in

basic education with occupational skills training and also provides support

services and job Placement assistance; In additien te being economically

disadvantaged, ehrellees are required to be highsdhool dropouts and, in

most cases, tO read below the eighth-grade level on standardized tests.

A tetal of 16 sites -- all of them funded in part through the JTPA

system -- began participating in the JOBSTART demonstration between August

1985 and Odtober 1986; The demonSttation was developed and is being

managed and evaluated by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation

(MDRC), a nonprofit organization with over a decade of experience in

designing, overseeing and evaluating programs seeking to help disadvantaged

persons achieve self-sufficiency.

A. Tollev-Sagnificance of JOBSTART

MDRC'S decision to launch a demonstration to serve high-school

dropouts was a response to three primary concerns.



First; a growing body of literature suggests that dropping out
of_school has long-term harmful effects on the individual as
Well as on society.

Increasingly, chronie joblessness among all youths is recognized to be

concentrated priMarily in a relatively small segment of the teenage popula-

tion: youths who have dropped out of high school; many of whom come from

poor, minority families. Lacking the basic education and work skills

required for most entry-level jobs, these young people are at a particular

disadvantage in the labor market. The joblessness rate nor black

high-school dropouts, for example, was as high as 73 percent in MarCh 1985.

This situation is particularly serious because, as suggested by prior

studien, the employment problems of this group will not be solved by a

general :!.mprovement in the economy; nor by the natural aging Of the youth

population; nor by a contraction in the size of the teenage population.

For society; this 'entails losses in productivity as well as the higher

costs associated with greater welfare dependency and potentially higher

rates of drug abuse and crime.

Secondi despite a_growing awareness of the correlation between
educational disadvantage and chronic joblessnessi it_appears
that the most-at-risk groups of youths are not being
adequately served by the JTPA system.

The Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 offers a major opportunity to

provide training to disadvantaged youths by mandating that 40 percent of

the funds allocated to local service delivery avea:a (SDAs) be spent on

youths under the age of 22 and that dropouts be served in proportion to

their representation in the eligible population; However, early studies of

the JTPA system indicated that most areas failed to meet the expenditure

requirement for youths and the service ratio for dropouts. At issue is

9



whether attempts to improve the quality And accountability of the JTPA

system have, in somewhat perverse faShicin, made it more difficult to serve

educationally disadvantaged persons WhO Will need longer and more expensive

training to enter the workforce. Dtspits some recent changes, concern

persists that program operators are enmmuesgsd to serve people most ltkely

to Succeed rather than those most ih teed.

Becaune the JOBSTART program was planned to be operated within the

JTPA system, using JTPA funding and subject tO JTPA regulations and

performance standards, the demonstration serves as a test of the ways in

which JTpA pOlicies and practices can hinder or facilitate service delivery

to a key -- and very disadvantaged -- segment of the youth population; The

JOBSTART evaluation provides a rare opportunity to understand the workings

of the JTPA system through the prism of a single program, taking into

account the mpeestmets point of view as well as the perspective of local

JTPA officials.

Third, the evaluation record on previous _youtb training
programs leaves many questions unanswered about what works for
the dropout population.

AnalysiS Of the evaluation record on youth programs indicates that

many questions about effective services remain open because few programs

werc evalunted Wit:i a eigorous design using random asSignment to create a

control group, and some had difficulty in implementing the program model as

intended. The JObi Coeim -- one of the few programs for sehOol dropouts

considered effeCtiVe =;-= combines intensive remediation and skilla training

in a residential setting. A question left unanswered by evalbatiOn of the

Job Corps is whether a bitilar mix of services offered in a nOn-residential

setting can produce ComParable results and de so at a lower mptesting most.

-IX- 10



If JOBSTART is proven effective, both the Job Corps and JOBSTART will

represent viable program options for helping disadvantaged school di.opouts

become self-suffiCient.

B.

WOO OW

1; PrograMM-odel

As indicated in Table 1, JOBSTART is designed to provide
comprehensive servidea, including _at least 200 hours_ of
instruction in baSiCOUdatioc, 500 hours of skills training,
job placement ISSiStande and_ intensive support services.
Sites are _enodutaged,_ bUt net required, to use
computer-assisted inStruCtion in the education component.

The program model === Which draWa extenSiVely from the Job Corps design

represents the lessons fret pest reSeardh adapted to the current

.operational environment; For example, the evaluation reddrd suggests that

a model worth testing for high=echool deOpOutS WoUId combine either work

experience or occupational skills tesihitig With remedial or basic education

and that the intervention Sheuld be lohg ahd intenae. However, current

restrictions on work experiehoe in the JTPA legislation indicated that

classroom training would be the more Viable approach. Similarly, informa-

tion on the average length of traihihg in JTPA Programs made it seem

unrealistic to impose a minimum of a year Of training in JOBSTART, as MDIRC

would have liked; Instead, sites ate required to proVide at least 700

hours of training, but encouraged to provide tore.

Apart from these basic guidelines, sites haVe beln given considerable

latitude in designing the content of the foUt JOBSTART COMO-On-61'AS. Flexi-

bility was extended for two reasons. Firsti eValUatiOti stUdies have

provided little guidance on whether one mode of SerVide delivery 16 more

11



TABLE 1

THE JOBSTART PROGRAM MODEL

I

Terget Populati on To be eligible for JOBSTARTo indiv i duets must be:

17 to 21 years old
hi gh school dropouts without a di pt into or GED
raedi ng below the ei ghth grade Levet On b stan

dardized test
economi cal ly di sadvantegado as defined by the

JOb Trai ni ng Partnership Act

Basi c Educati on
Instructi on Sites will. implement a curricutum that i 6:

eel fpa cad and competencybased
tam putermenaged and assi sted, if Weal ble
a minimum of 200 hours in Length
focused on readi ng, communi cati on and biiiii b

computati on ski l l s

Ocoupati anal Ski l l s
Trai ni ng

Sita6 Witt impt ement a curriculum that:

it in a cl assroom se tti ng
combi nes theory and handson experi ence
prepares enrol lees for j obs i n highdemand

occupa ti ons
provides at least 500 hours of treini ng
has been developed wi th the assi stance Of

the private sector to ensure that grodUetbe
wil I. meat the entrylevet rag ui remente Of
locsl ampL oyers

Trial ni ngRel ated
Support Serv ices

Serv ices should be tai tared to individual need
and should i net ude, in addi ti on to transporteti On
end thi I d core, some combi nati on of the fel. loWi nig:

work readi ness and L ife skit Ls traini ng
personal and vocati Gnat counsetingi Mentori ng,
tut ori al. assi stance, referral tc eXtOrntil
support systems
needsbased payments or incentive paymente
ti ed to Length of stay, program attendenCia
or performance,

Job Dev et opment and
PLacement Assi stance

JOBSTART operators and/or thei r subcontractora
Witt be responsi ble for assi sti ng pa rti ci peintt
in findi n_g trai ni ngral ated j obs



effective than another. Second, the fact that sites had to build JOBSTART

into existing programs imposed practical limits on how much change they

could be asked to make. A more prescriptive model would reduce the pool of

potential sites, as well as limit the replicability of the model;

2. Scope of the Evaluation

The evaluation of the JOBSTART demonstration has three parts; The

impact analysis will examine the program's effects on employment, earnings

and welfare dependency, as well as on childbearing patterns, educational

achievements, and criminal activity for two years after program entry. To

do this, eligible youths who apply for JOBSTART are randomly assigned to

either an experimental group eligible for JOBSTART services or a control

group that is not; the outcomes for the two groups will be compared. Each

bite is expected to randomly assign a minimum of 200 youths: 100 tei the

experimental and 100 to the control group. As noted above, the findings of

many previous studies of employment programs have been called into question

because they lacked a random assignment design; JOBSTART represents one of

the first evaluations of this type in the JTPA system.

The benefit-cost analysis will identify the costs of operating

JOBSTART and determine whether the benefits derived from the program exceed

or fall short of its costs -- that is, whether the program 16

cost-effective. The implementation analysis will describe the services

offered at the JOBSTART sites, the patterns of participation and program

departure, and the institutional arrangements and other factors that faCil=

itated or hindered service delivery. The implementation analysis will be

completed in late 1988; the impact and benefit-cost studies will be

released in mid-1990.

13



This report, written while the demonstration was still in its start-up

phase, focuses on the developmrat of the program model, the site selection

process, the relationship between JOBSTART and the JTPA system, and the

first few months of recruitment at early-starting sites. The primarY

questions addressed are:

Hoy have the operational constraints of the _JTPA _6Yotem
affected _the program design and evaluation Strategy for the
demonstration?

TO what degree did JTPA funding restrictions, contracting
procedures and performance standards facilitate or constrain
interest in the demonstration among program operators and JTPA
agencies? How are they likely to affect program operations
once sites are up and running?

What kinds of changes did Sites make in their existing
programs and enrollment patterns in order to conform to the
JOBSTART program model?

How much variatiOn is there across the JOBSTART sites in types
of service providers, prior experience and service mix?

How have the above factors affected the research design?

What are the emerging.patterns in recruitment and what factors
appear to be influencing those patterns?

Funding for the JOBSTART evaluation is being provided by an unusual

consortium of 11 private foundations corporations, a federal agency and a

national organization. A very small proportion of the local costs of

operating JOBSTART programs is alto covered by contributions from such

corporations and foundations. JTPA monies provide the bulk of local

operating funds, although most JOBSTART programs also rely on other public

or private sources;

C. Findings on Jobstart Sites-and-E-Operational Experience

The process of site' selectiOn and development was both

t 14



time-consuming and 1abor-tntensive.

MDRC worked with public interiy!..t groups in the employment, training

and eductition fields as weIl as with s:ate and local contacts to identify

potential sites. In all* over 70 program operators discussed participation

A.th MDRC staff. The length of time required to identify and develop a

Site for the JOBSTART demonstration varied from six months to over a year.

In a nUMber of cases* this process was slow because sites experienced

difficulty in identifying additiOnal funding sources or were subjeot to

delayi in the allocation of funding. In others* prOtracted negotiations

over the servides available to members of the control group lengthened th0

development period. Sites phased into the demonstration over a period of 15

months, between August 1985 and 00tober 1986. (See Table 2.)

The 16 sites that began participating in the JOBSTART
demonstration _represent_o mix _of institutional oeven are
community-based organitationsv five are_sohools_(bOth commun-
ity colleges and adult vocational schools), and four are the
non-residential components of Job Corps Centers.1

The variety of institutions that are operating JOBSTART gives MDRC the

opportunity to underatand more about the strengths and weaknesses of

operating the program model under different institutional arrangements, and

to study the types of adaptations that must be made by different

organizations to run snob a program.

All the sites provided evidence of effective_ management,
4Uality programking and finandial stability. BoWeter, they

1_ As of January 1987, 15 Sites remain in the JOBSTART_demonstra-
tion. Stanly Technical College, located in Albemarle, Nerth Carolina*
is no longer part of the demonstration, largely due to diffieulty in
recruiting the required number of youthS in a rural environment.
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Agency Name Locetion
JTPA Service
Delivery Area

Random
Assignment Stett

Allentown Youth
Services Consortium

8UffeLO, NY Buffato/Cheekto
waga/Tonawande

Jutiti 1966

Consortium

Atlanta Job Corps Atlanta, GA N/A August 1986

Baait Skille New York, NY New York City OctOber 1866
Academy (BSA)

Center for Employment San Jose, CA Sante Clara November 1965
Training (CET) County

Chicago COMoonti Chicago, IL City of Chicago March 1986
Association Business and
Industrial Training
Program

Connettey Skill
Learning Center

Pittsburgh, PA City of Pitts
burgh

August 1965

Capitol Region Hartford, CT Hertford April 1966
Education Cbuncit (OREC)

East Los Angeles Los Angeles, CA City of Los May 1986
Skill; Center Angeles

EL CSOtr0 COWMUhitY Dallas, TX City of Dallas March 1986
;ottege Job Training
:enter

Emily Griffith Oppertun
ity School (EGOS)

Denver, CO City and County
of Denver

April 1886

;co Angetas JOb Corps Los Angeles, CA N/A August 1866

,hoenix Job Corps Phoenix, AZ N/A June 1888

;acramento Job Corps Sacramento, CA N/A October 1886

;ER Jobs for Progress Corpus Christi. City of Corpus October 1985
TX Christi/Nueces

County

IER Jobs for Progress Milwaukee, WI Milwaukee County April 1966

Isanty Technical Cottage Albemarle, NC Certralina November 1965,

NOTES: N/A indicates not applicable because these Job Corps Centers are
federally funded and operated by private contractors and are not part of the SDA

st em



have not all had substantial experience with both the JOBSTART
services and the JOBSTART target population.

Not surprisingly, given the genesis of the JOBSTART program model, the

four Job Corps sites conformed most closely to the operating guidelines of

the demonstration in their regular programming; Four of the other 12 sites

are educational providers which target young dropouts, but have little or

no experience in providing skills training. In JOBSTART, they will broker

the occupational skills component, that is, provide it through other

training vendors. The remaining eight sites entered the demonstration with

experience in the JOBSTART service mix, but youths had not traditionally

been the primary target group at some of these sites; instead, they had

developed their programs for an older population, or one with higher

reading levels.

Most JOBSTART sites had to modify considerably their service
offeringsi program structure or recruitment efforts in order
to conform to the JOBSTART guidelices.

The primary changes made by the sites include hiring new staffi

expanding recruitment efforts, augmenting the educational component, and

enriching the available support services. For the most part, the enhance-

ment of support services was made possible by finding new sources of

financial assistance, developing a system of incentive awards and adding

counseling capacity.

Although all sites adhere_ to the basic guidelines of the
demonstration' they vary substantially in the way JOBSTART is
structured and services are delivereds

Among the differences that are likely to affect the implementation of

JOBSTART, the following Stand out: 10 of the 16 Sites provide education

and training concurrently to JOBSTART enrollees, while Six folloW



sequence in which youths are moved through the eft-dation component before

being placed in occupational training; TWelVe Of the sites provide all

JOBSTART instruction on-site, while the retainder broker occupational

training With local vendors; Three of the JOBSTART programs begin and end

training on a fixed cycle- while the others provide fOr opeh entry and open

exit; The JOBSTART sites also vary in the kind and AMOUnt of support

services provided, the educational methods used, and the kind Of odcupa-

tional training available on-site. Over half of the sites are using Some

type of computeransisted instruction in the education component.

This diversity among the sites has the advantage of allovahg MDRC to

explore the operatiOnal strengths and weaknesses of different approadhet to

operating JOBSTART. In addition, the fact that a variety of institUtioha

are operating JOBSTART ih somewhat different ways increases the likelihood

that the model can be replicated by other sites after the demonstratiOn.

In generai_ JOBSTART operators have been_challenvA by the
amount of time and effort necessary to maintain a steady flOW
of program_ applicants. Despite_ the fact that the WO
early=starting sites met or came close to meeting the JOBSTART
enrollment goals within their yearlong recruitment cycle, MOSt
other _site8 are experiencing considerable difficulty in
achieving the goal.

In fashioning their recruitment strategies, JOBSTART program operatOrs

face several challenges. First, operators have had to locate and inform a

target population that is widely dispersed. Second, the recruitment

message has to be attractive to young people who are known to be skeptical

about training programs and alienated by school. In addition because the

target audience for JOBSTART is poor and unemployed, immediate income is

often a great need. Staff have had to intensify their outreach efforts in

part because a larger number of youths than anticipated were determined

18



ineligible or did not complete tne enrollment process.

As of December 31, 1906, 1,227 youths _had enrolled ih the
research sample. The demographic characteristics of an early
sample randomly assigned through _July 1986 suggests that
JOBSTART operators are successful in__enrolling a very
disadvantaged segment of the youth population.

The early sample of youths randomly assigned through J3ly 1986 is

almost evenly made up of males and females. Most are black or Hispanic,

with an average reading level that is well below the eighth grade. Oh

average, they had ended their schooling in the tenth grade, and two-thirds

had been out of school for,at least eight months when they enrolled. Few

had prior vocational training and a substantial proportion had never held a

job. Most had never married, yet more than half of the young women in the

sample had at least one child. The majority of the sample received some

sort of government assistance -- cash or in-kind -- either directly in

their own name, as in the case of General Assistance, or as part of a

family unit that receives benefits under a government-sponsored program.

Approximately 20 pe-,cent -- and a much larger proportion of the women than

the men -- received payments from the Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) program in their awn name.

D. Findings on Implementing JOBSTART Within the JTPA Bystem

Despite the care taken to develop a program model that could be

incorporated into regular JTPA programming, studies of the implementation

of JTPA in its early years suggested a number of reasons why it might

nevertheless be difficult to find sites experienced in operating programs

similar to JOBSTART and/or willing to do so in a demonstration.

JOBSTART provides longer, more costly, and more intensive

-xviii
1 ci



training, and is targeted to a tore disadvantaged population
than moat JTPA prograMS.

The implementation studies of JTPA and other data

its early years, the system served a population that was

indicate that, in

more educationally

advantaged than the eligible population as a whole; that young dropouts

Were not a service priority in many SDAt; and that relatively few SDAs

Operated programs targeted specifically to dro0Outs or other hard-to-employ

gii-oUps on a sizeable scale. Many training vendor-a were also reported to

screen out applicants with reading levels as 16U aS thebe of the JOBSTART

enrollees.

AS discussed earlier, the emphasis of JOBS1ART On lenger-term training

als0 appears to be at odds with current trendt in JTPA. The JOBSTART

minitut Of 700 hours of instruction -- which translatta into about 24 weeks

of full=time classes -- is close to the maximum length Of training found in

one JTPA iMplementation study; In addition, SDAS are reperted to be

spending considerably less than the allowable 15 pereent litit.on support

services, and many have ceased to provide needs=based payMenta practices

contrary to JOBSTART s emphasis on the need for stppbrt bervices to help

overcome the situational and motivational problems likely to affect the

JOBSTART enrollees.

The Performance standards and contracting_polidieS CoAtOn in
the_ JTPA system .provide major disinoentiveS fOO training
Vendert to operate JOBSTART.

The JTPA system is performance-driven. Seven performande Standards --

four for adults and three for youths -- are set by the federal government

for the states. These are adjusted by governors and then established for

local service delivery areas within the state. Local JTPA staff, in turn,



use the Standards to set performance goals for individual contractors.

Throughout the system, emphasis is placed on achieving high placement rates

at low cost, 3nd on exceeding the established standards; For example, JTPA

agencies in the JOBSTART sample generally had their contractors to perfor=

mance standards which exceed those required oe the SDA by the state. In

addition, the ability to meet or exceed the goals determines whether local

contractors will cover their training costs or be funded in the next

contract year and whether SDAs will qualify for incentive awards from v.he

state. Under performance-based contracts, which are increasingly used in

the JTPA system, vendors are paid only if enrollees reach certain

benchMarkS tf achievement, including placement in a training-related job.

Cost-reimbursement contractS, in contrast, cover actual costs up to a

maximum, and payments are not tied directly to specific outcomes.

MDRC's interViews with SDA Staff at the JOBSTART locations revealed

other practices that are likelY to discourage services to groups such as

those targeted in the demonstration. Performance levels required in

contracts generally reflected the type of program operated rather than the

type of population served. In particular, despite the fact that federal

performance standards differentiate between adult and youth outcomes and

recognize that placement in a job is not the only poSitive outcome for

youths, many SDAS in the JOBSTART Satple reported that they did not

differentiate between yoUth and addlt enrealees in setting performance

standards eor contractors that proVide skills training.

Increasingly, these practices have been identified as likely to

discourage vehdors fro0 working With Mord diffidUlt poPulation6 Wnii tend to

need longer and more expensive training before being ready tO enter tht



labor force. JOBSTART thus raisat issues for JTPA staff and local

operators concerned about meeting performance standards requiring a high

rate of placements at a low cost.

Nevertheless, Mk agencieS in_ Some locations were receptive
to JOBSTART in its demenattatiOn phase. Sites_are_operating
with MA funding, and in a hUMbei4 of cases, JTPA_staff were
instrumental in identifying Atid de*eloping potential sites.

JOBSTART is being operated With lodally-awarded JTPA funds at all but

one of the 12 sites that are not Job COrpt Centers. In addition 11 of the

12 sites -- including the one that does not receive local JTPA funds -- use

state-awaAed JTPA funds for JOBSTART; In most cases, theSe funds were

awarded 'specifically for the demonstration; in others, they represent

regular fUnding that the program operator chose to une for JOBSTART. (Job

Corps funding is provided through a different funding stream within the

JTPA system. The federal office that oversees the Job Corps encouraged

partioipatinn bY Job Corps sites.)

In additiOn to providing funds, some state and local JTPA agencies are

facilitating the demonstration in other ways. In a feW lOdations, JTPA

staff played an active role in idertifying and selecting appropriate sites,

were instrumental in developing the necessary program modifidatiOns, and

monitored itpleMehtation. The particular route of access into the JTPA

system reflects the decentralized nature of that system: ih time cases,

the local operatior waS the prime mover; in others it was the Staff of

either the local Private Industry Council or the local governtAht agency

responsible foe JTPA; in still others, the state helped to develop local

interest in the deMOnStration.

JTPA staff nrinved more responsive to the JOBSTART demonttration in



SDAs and states where tervices to dropouts were a policy priorityi and

where there was strong .interest in incorporating a basic educational

component into the local JTPA system. Interest in promoting innovative

programming and developing greater capacity to serve dropouts within the

public school system were other reasons cited for JOBSTART participation.

In addition, the demonstration was appealing because it offered local sites

opportunities to engage in staff development, receive technical assistance,

acquire national recognition, and contribute to public policy development.

Roughly half of the SDAs in the JOBSTART sample have made some
change in their standard_operating procedures in order te
facilitate the implementation of a program ser:ving a more
disadvantaged target group.

Two SDAs wrote cost=reimbursement contracts for JOBSTART, when the

.usual policy was to use only performance-based contracts. Three SDAs

adjusted their placement or positive termination standards for JOBSTART

operators, reflecting the riot that they were working with a more difficult

population; Another devised a new payment and performance system to

encourage the transition of youths from basic education classes into

occupational skills training programs.. A few earmarked more money for

training or support services in JOBSTART, recr,gnizing that this

hard-to-serve group would require more assistance than other JTPA

enrollees.

Nevertheless, cotriain practices commonly used in SDAs appear
to pose potential problems for implementing the JOBSTART
model.

Funding constraints, particularly restrictions placed on the use of

support service funds and administrative costs, made it necessary for many

sites -- with MDRC's assistance -- to seek additional funding sources for



JOBSTART. PracticeS Cited earlier -- writing contracts that had JOBSTART

cporators to perforMance standards higher than those required Of the SDA as

a whole or that fail to differentiate between youth and adult cUtcomes

could penalize JOBSTART operators for working with a hardtoserve group.

In addition federal regulations that do not .;'nsider movement of JTPA

enrollees from one training program to another as positive terMinationa

could create problems for JOBSTART sites tnat are brokering skills training

after the education component; Finally, educational attainment standards

deVelOped by Private Industry Councils and USed to measure youth perfor-

mance in many SDAs may require more imprOVetent than is realistic for the

JOBSTART population during the limited time available for traiuing.

The fact that a substantial probtitibb Of the JOBSTART SDAs
Were willing to make accomodatibba foe the demonstration
SUggests that theJTPA system _preViddii_ opportunities to
resOend to special needs groups. ROWeetter0 it is equally clear
that such responses are the exceptiOn rather than the rule,
and that they can _mitigate, but bbt beeessariiy overcome,
Problems posed by funding and cost restraints.

USing the opportunities that exist in the JTPA system to serve the

hardertb=eMploy requires considerable foretight, perseverance and

ingenuity, da well as a substantial committent Of tite, from JTPA staff and

program Operators. Local JTPA agencies and Contractors are unlikely to

incur the risks involved if they are not encouraged to do so by state and

federal policies. Two important ways to proVide SUCh encouragement are in

the aPPlidation of the federal performance standarde at the state and local

levelSo and in the use made of the JTPA 6 percent and 8 Percent set-asides

earmarked, respectively, for incentive grantS And coordination with

education programs.



E. jbe ImplementatiQn Challenge

The launching of the JOBSTART demonstration represents a major

chievement in the current employment and training environment. However's

many operational challenges still face the JOBSTART sites. They include:

overcoming the difficultias associated with recruiting yoUng high-school

dropouts in order to meet the enrollment targets in JOBSTART; ensuring that

the youths remain in training for the intended duration; and successfully

placing participants in jobs. Sites offering occupational skills training

after academic instruction -- and particularly those that plan to provide

training through other contractors -- face the additional task of moving

youths through the educational component in a timely manner and meeting the

entry requirements of skills training courses.

The degree to whtch. JOBSTART sites achieve these goals -- and the ways

in which the JTPA system and other factors affect their ability to do so --

will be discussed in the implementation report scheduled for release late

in 1988.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The JOBSTART demonstration iS debigned to test the effectiveness of a

program which prepares young high School dropouts for employment by combin

ing instruction in basic education and occupational skills training with

support services and job placement assistante. A total of 16 programs

operating adrobb the country were selected to become JOBSTART sites and

participate in the demonstrat1on.1 The first initiated a JOBSTART program

In August 1985 and the last in October 1986; Each Site Will be Operating

JOBSTART foe up to two years; another two years will be devoted to

follow-up researCh. The sites represent a variety Of institUtiOnal service

deliverers) including community-based organizatiOns, aChool=based programs

and non-residential components of Job Corps Centers.

The overall evaluation of the JOBSTART demonstration will consist of

three parts. The impact analysis will use an experimental retearch design

to examine the peoge&M's effects on employment, earnings and welfare depend-

ency, as Well as On childbearing patterns, educational status and deitihal

activity; The benefit=;dost analysis will identify the costs Of Opeeatitig

JOBSTART and deter:bine whether net benefits exceed or fall short of net

costs: that is, Whether the program is cost-effective. The implementation

analysis Will deadribe the services offered at JOBSTART Sites, the patterba

of participation And prOgram departure) and the institutional arrangementa

and other faetoee that facilitate or hinder service delivery;

Funding for the JOBSTART evaluation is being provided by a aoheoetium

-1-

3 0



of foundations, national organizations, and corporations, as well as the

U.S. Department of Labor and the National Commission for EMployment Polidy.

A very small proportion of the local costs of operating JOBSTART 1.8 alai:,

being covered by contributions from such corporations and foundations. The

funders of both the evaluation and operational activities include the

Rockefeller, Ford, Hewlett, Mott, American Telephone and Telegraph,

Atlantic Richfield, Aetna Life and Casualty, and Stuart Foundations, as

well as the Chase Manhattan Bank; However, it should be noted that the

majority of JOBSTART operational funds come through state and local

agencies, using monies allocated under the Job Training Partnership Act

(JTPA), the federally-funded employment and training system targeted to

economically disadvantaged adults and youths.

The Manpower Demonstration Research CorporatiOn (MDRC), a nonprofit

organization, developed the JOBSTART demonstration and is conducting the

evaluation. In launching the demonstration, MDRC drew on over a decade of

experience in managing and evaluating programs designed to help disadvan-

taged persons achieve self-sufficiency. A number of these projects -- the

National Supported Work Demonstration, the Youth Incentive Entitlement

Pilot PrOjedt and PrOjedt Redirection -- served populations similar to the

one targeted in JOBSTART.

A. Poll Siknifieance-Or-the-Demonstratien

From a policy perspective, the JOBSTART demonstration is significant

both as a program model that is targeted specifically to dropout youths and

as a social experiment that tests the effectiveness of that program by

using a random asSignment methodology to create a control group. Its

-2-
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interest a- both a program model and a social experiment iS heightened by

the necessity of designing a demonstration that COUld be operated as part

of the existing employment and training system, rather than one funded by

special resources.

The need tO doneentrate scarce resources on unemplOyed high school

dropouts has become a Consistent theme in the recent literature Oh youth

employment policy. Thus, a National Academy of Sciences revieW panel

concluded its study Of youth employment and training programs under the

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)= with the strong

recommendation that "SehOol dropouts be given priority statUS foe

employment and training prOgrams and research"2 Two other experts oh

youth employment polity CondlUded a similar review by recommending that

employment programs in the 19806 ShoUld give highest priority to [serving)

unemployed out-of-school diSadVentaged youth:. 3 In recent months, the U.S.

Department of Labor has also begun to focus ttention on the need for JTPA

programs to target more resourCeS ti5 the youth dropout population.

A number of studies also StreS6 the importance of evaluating programs

with a random assignment, Or experithental, design and note how the failure

to use a sufficiently rigOrOuS deSign methodology has greatly weakened the

evaluation literature ot etploytheht and training programs The NatiOnal

Academy of Sciences' review Of CETA youth programs concluded that few of

the findings in the large body of eValuation literature are definitive

because of poor research designs.4 The report strongly urged the use of

random assignment design in future eValUations to avoid the weaknesses of

the past evaluations; In addition, anOther panel of experts questioned the

reliability of the CETA longitudinal Study, which used a comparison group
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analysis to estimate impacts on employment and earnings, and called un-

equivocally for the development of experiments using random assignment to

test the effectiveness of JTPA programs.5 The JOBSTART demonstratir,:

represents one of the first attempts to do so.

Because the JOBSTART program is planned to be operated within the JTPA

system, using JTPA funding and subject.to JTPA regulations and performance

-standards, the demonstration offers the opportunity to learn about the

challenges and constraints of mounting a social experiment in a period of

fiscal restraint. The implementation research, begun in this report, iS

also intended to provide some guidance to operators about how programs can

be adapteJ to serve young dropouts within the parameters of the JTPA

system, as well as lessons for policymakers about what changes in the

current system would facilitate services to this target group.

Thus, the JOBSTART evaluation, concentrating on three themes, will

offer lessons about the effectiveness of the JOBSTART program model as a

stratecry for increasing the employment and earnings of the young dropout

population; the capecity of the JTPA system to incorporate such a program;

and the interplay between research design considerations and operation-

al constraints in an environment in which funding is severely limited.

The current report, written while the demonstration was still in a

start-up stage in many sites, focuses on the second and third themes. The

full implementation analysis of the JOBSTART demonstration is scheduled for

release in late 1988; the impact findings -- based on 24 months of

follow-up on the research sample -- will be released in mid-1990.

The remainder of this cilapter discusses the nature of the youth un-

employment problem, services to dropouts in JTPA, lessons from previous
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demonstrations, the developtent of the JOBSTART program model, and issues

raised by operating JOBSTART as a demonstration within the JTPA system.

B. The Dimensions of the YOUth-Un=16vment/Dropout Problem

A growing body of literatUre Mb established the relationship between

the failure to complete high sChoUl, basic skills deficiency and chronic

unemployment. Although estimates Of the national dropout rate vary

depending on the definition used -= generally ranging from 14 percent to 27

percent it is recognized that the rate it MuCh higher for minority

youths from poor families than for other segments of the population.6

National data that show a dropout rate of 13 percent for white youths also

show rates of 17 percent and 19 percent for blacks and Hispanics, respect-

ively. Other data indicate that, for youths aged 21 dUrirg the period

1979=1982) the drOpout rates for whiteS, black8 thd Hispanics were 12

percent, 23 Perdent, and 36 percent respectively. In additiOn, the dropout

rate is three tiMes higher for youths from househOlda With low-income,

lov=skill earners of limited educational backgrounds than for youths at the

highest end of the socioeconomic scale.

Young high school dropouts are at a particular disadvantage in the

labor market because they usually lack the basic education and work skills

that are required in most entry-level jobs; Indeed, chronic joblessness

among youths iS largely concentrated among a relatively SMall segment of

the teen population: youths who have dropped out of schodl and who come

from poor or minoeity faMilies.7 Joblessness rates are a bettee teaSuee of

the problem than Unemployment rates because they include people too dis-

couraged to look for work.
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In Natal 1985, the joblessness rate for black high school dropoUtS WAS

73 peeoentt compared to 40 percent for black youths who had completed high

sChool. For white youths, the joblessness rate was 48 percent for high

schoOl dropouts and 20 percent for high school graduates8 These figures

illustrate both the greater degree of joblessness among high SchOol drop=

outS than high school graduates, and the higher levels of jobleSSneSS

experienced lyy Minorities than whites.

Even if they haVe been lucky enough to find employment, high school

dropoutS remain at a disadvantage in the workplace. Usually working in

secondary labor market ;lobs, the youths are not likely to develop the

SkillS nedessary to advance into better-paying jobs. Thus, it is not

surprising that the liretime earnings for high school dropouts

estimated tO be cinethird less than those of high school graduates.9

These statistics are particularly sobering because a growing body of

evidence suggests that the problem of chronic joblessness for this group

will not be SOlVed by a general improvement in the economy, nor by the

are

natural aging of the youth population, nor by a contraction in the size of

the teenage population as the baby boom population spurt subsides.

One recent Study shows, for example, that despite the general uptuen

in the economy since the recession of the early 1980s, in both absolute and

relative terms the lab-or Market position of teens in 1985 has not matched

the peak conditionS of 1979;10 Moreover, considerable evidence suggests

that the most at=risk segment of the youth population those who are

educationally disadvantaged, poor and minority -- will make up a dispropor-

tionately large segment Of the youth population in the future.11

Nor Should it be expected that the problems associated with youth
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unemployMent Will be solved without interventiOn when the teenagers reach

adulthood; NOting that between 1955 and 1982, the proportion of black men

aged 25 to 34 without jobs rose from 15 percent te 23 percent, a recent

report warns that "the serious black youth unemplOyment problem has evolved

into a striking amount of joblessness for young black adultb."12 Moreover,

fully one-quarter of all black males under the age of 25 haVd neVer held a

job;13 Such findings tend to deepen concern that, as expressed in another

study, the educationally and economicRlly disadvantaged youtht Steuggling

to become part of the woekfoede today "are at great risk of bedoming the

adult poor and the 'dependent OW of tomorrow."14

Inadequate skills prepaeation and chronic joblessness exOdt e high

Oeice from both the individUal and 'Society. Too often, the high adhoel

dropout faces a future of uneMplOyment or underemployment, frustration and

blighted hopes; Society as a Whole experiences losses in productiVity Ss

well as the higher costs associated with greater welfare dependency and

potentially higher rates of.drug abuse and crime.

C. Services-to Dropouts and Youthg in-XFPA

Serving young high school deePeuta has historically presented Major

OPerational challenges to servide deliVerers in the employment and training

tyatem. The record of CETA youth peograms shows that many programs detigh-

ed Specifically to serve dropoUtS had difficulties in recruiting yoUtht

and/or retaining them in the peOgraMt. Other approaches designed to SeeVe

beth in-schooI and out-ofschool yolltht encountered the same or other

probletha and ended up serving mostly in-School youths)5 Despite growing

eedognition of the correlation between edueationaI disadvantage and chronie
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joblessness, recent trends in employment and training policy have

Constituted a new source of concern that the groups most at-risk are not

receiving the services that they need.

The Job Training Partnership Act offers a major opportunity to provide

training to disadvantaged youths by mandating that 40 percent of the funds

allocated to local service delivery areas be spent on youths under the age

of 22, and that dropouts be served in proportion to their representation in

the eligible pOpulation. (The requirement for services to dropouts

includes adults as well as youths.) However, early reports on the implemen-

tation of the JTPA legislation indicated that most service delivery areas

were falling short of the required expenditure level for youths and the

service ratio for dropouts.16

Explanations of these difficulties have pOinted to the tendency to

combine youths with adults in training programs rather than to tailor

training to their specific needs; the elimination of financial supports

while youths were in training; a reduced emphasis on outreach and

recruitment, in part because of restrictions on administrative coata; and

slowness at the local level in developing systems to measure youth outcomes

other than job placement.17

Questions have also been raised about whether the efforts of the

employment and training community to improve quality and build more account-

ability into the JTPA system have, in somewhat perverse fashion, made it

more difficult to address the special needs of educatiOnally disadvantaged

persons, who face severe obstacles to employment. A particular focus of

concern is the way in which performance standards -- discussed in Chapter 2

-- have been used to emphaSize high placement rates and loW program doStat
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thus discouraging operators from serving the most-at-risk aegments of the

ptipulation, such as dropouts. These groups, who need longer training and

more SUpport services to enter the workforce, are relatiVely More expensive

to serve than other groups, putting operators who Ut:irk With them at a

comparative diaadvantage if judged by the same standards 66 oPeratora

serving others.

As diaduSSed in Chapter 2, considerable attention has been foCUSed in

recent yearS On aMeliorating some of the conditions that make it diffieUlt

for JTPA operater8 to work with very disadvantaged youths. Questions ee=

main, however, about the capacity of the JTPA system to address adequately

the needs of the hard-Ao=aerlie unemployed youth population, particularly

young dropouts. In thit dOntext, the JOBSTART demonstration takes 011 addl.=

tional significande as a way to highlight the issues, test Oat steategtes

can make a differende, and.Orovide guidance to practitioners on what to do

and how to do it.

D. D;yelopip&the JOBSTA-RT-Program-godel

In developing a Model peogram to prepare young high school dropouts

for employment, MDRC sought to draw on the lessons of both past research

and current operational experience. First, MDRC commissioned an extensive

and critical review of the evalUtitiOn literature on programs targeted to

young dropouts. Second; in a Symposium held at Brandeis University in late

1983, researchers, educatOrt and program operators shared views about what

program models held most prOmiSe of Working for this population. Third,

during a yearlong pilot phase that ended in March 1985, MDRC staff studied

program operations in detail in five programs that served young dropouts,
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and gathered additional information on the delivery of youth services i

the JTPA system from a wide range of training vendors and JTPA staff.18

Because of problems in the research methodology already mentioned, the

evaluation record of pas:7 programs does not provide a great deal or

guidance on how employment and training programs can best serve dropouts.

Nevertheless, a few clear lessons on ihe effectiVeness of various program

modelb did emerge from the literature review prepared for MDRC.19 These

findings, which are summarized below, are consistent with the conclusions

of similar reviews that have been published subsequently; 20

Programs that Provide only work experience to h Ah_scho01
Seem olo /4. :so': 1! II If

effects. although they seem to sucend with an n=School
population.

-- The National Supported Work Demonstration provided a year
of paid work experience under conditions of close_super-
vision, peer support and graduated stress; A rigorous
evaluation using a random assignment design found that,
although Supported Work proved successful with other
economically disadvantaged groups -- such as longterm
welfare recipients -- it did not have lasting effects_on
the earnings and employment of youth dropouts, most of 'whom
had delinquency mcords.21

-- There is some evidence that work experience_combined with
school or other alternative education enrollment can have
positive employment effects; The Youth_Incentive Entitle=
ment Pilot Project (YIEPP) -- also a national demonStration
-- provided disadvantaged'youths with guaranteed employment
(part-time during the school year and_full7time_during the
summer) if they returned to or remained in school or an
approved educa_tional program. The evaluation showed
positive employment and earnings effects that persisted for
minority youths for one year or more after most youths
ceased participating in the subsidized work.22

However, most of the youths eligible for the job guarantee
were enrolled in a regular high school setting; only a
small.share (18 percent) were out of school the semester
before the program began. A large proportion of the youths
who re-enrolled in school dropped out again, primarily
because there were 'pew alternative programs in their areas

-10-
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that met their need for a job-oriented education approach.

"0
and other -Platetentassiatance for dropouts have modett
short-term effepte-thaVide-not-continue over time.

-- A shorti7term pre-emploYbent skills and placement program
for dropouts was found to have statistically significant
effects_on_weekly_earnings nine months after enrollment in
an evaluation conducted by_Public/Private Ventures. These
findings held up at 114 _MOntha, but a more rigorous analysi
of follw-up_data dolleeted 24 to 40 months after enroll=
ment revealed no continuing earning effects.23

A multiple service. qpmmreheheiVearoaram offering, basic
Sroluestion and skills tretnitg-ortigkiafor drowtIts_has_phowll

-- A major study of the Job Corps* eh intensive education_and
skills training_program _in a reSidential setting, found
that program pertinipatioh inereased employment and
earnings and the _probability et receiving a high school
degree or equivalency diplowe.2" Although the study was
not based on randomly astiighed _eXPerimental and control
groups, the comparison group detign_ia generally regarded
as having been well=executed, and the Study is considered
sound. The JobCorps finding8 ere particularly important
given the serious deprivation of the typical participant.

These findings suggest that a model tforth testing for young dropouts

iS one that combines either work experiente Or Odeupational skills training

With instruction in basic or remedial edUeation;25 the findings also

eUggeet that the intervention should be lohg and intense. These considera-

tions Were paramount when MDRC began to develop the JOBSTART demonstration

in 1983. However, since JOBSTART was to be operated as part of the regular

JTPA System, practical considerations figured heavily in the design stage.

A program model or research design that would be impossible for JTPA

operators to run as part of their normal programming had to be ruled out.

Information gained from in-depth study of programs Serving dropout youths

at the five pilot sites (including both work experience and classroom
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training modelsf and interviews with JTPA staff and training vendors during

the JOBSTART pilot year were very important in shaping the program design.

Thus, the program model and operating guidelines developed for JOBSTART

reflect not only the lessons from past literature but also the operational

constraints of the current employment and training system. (See Table

1.1.) The interplay'between the two considerations is discussed below.

1. The Target Group

JOBSTART is targeted to economically disadvantaged high school

dropouts between the ages of 17 and 21, who do not have a high school

equivalency degree (GED) and who read below the eighth-grade level on

standardized tests; Income is to be consistent with the eligibility

criteria for JTPA. The reading requirement was chosen to target the

program on a group most'at risk of long-term joblessness and least likely

to be served by current programs.

Targeting the program in this way to poor readers both increased the

acce6s of a needy group to services and ensured that the control group was

unlikely to be enrolled in similar' programs, thus strengthening the

research design; . From a research perspective, it is important that

controls do not receive services similar to those received by experimentais

since an impact is defined as the difference in the outcomes between

experimentals and controls; From the JOBSTART operators' perspective, it

was easier to accept this research requirement if JOBSTART applicants would

be unlikely to receive JTPA training, as could be expected for the very

disadvantaged group specified by the eligibility criteria;
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TABLE 1;1

KEY ELEMENTS OF THE JOBSTART PROGRAM MODEL

Target Population be eligible fOr JOBSTART, individuals must be:

17 to 21 years oLd

high_sChool dropouts without a diploma or GED
reading below the eighth grade levet on a aten
dardized test

odenoMically disadvantaged, de defined by the
Jbb Training Partnership Act

Basic EdUcetion
Instruction

Sites Will iMplement a curriculum that is:

selfribbed and competencybased
coMpUtermanaged and assisted, if possible
Miniaum of 200 hours in length

focUeed on reading, communication and basic
computation skills

OccUpetionel Skills
Training

Tra1ning7Related
Support Services

Sites will iMplement a curriculum that:

ie ih 6 classroom setting
combines theory and handson experience
prepares enrollees for jobs in highdemand
occupations

provides at least 500 hours of training
has_been_developed with the assistance of
the private sector to ensure that graduates
wilt meet the entrylevel requirements of
Local employers

Services Wioutd be tailored to individual need
and should include, in addition to transportation
and child carer some combination cf the following:

work readiness and Life skills training
personal and vocational_counseling, mentoring,
:utoriat assistance, referral to external
support_systeMS
needsbased payments or incentive payments
tied to length of stay, program attendance
or performance

Job Developaeht titid
Placement Ansiatence

JOBSTART operators and/or their subcontractors
wilt be responaible for assisting participants

_ in finding trainingrelated Jobs

=13
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2. 13asio-Edveation-instruation

The JOBSTART program model calls for a minimum of 200 hours of instruc-

tion in basic education, using individualized curricula that allow youths

to proceed at their own pace toward required competency goals. Sites were

encouraged to use computer-aided instruction, but not required to do so.

The focus on individualtted self-paced instruction reflect6 the effective-

ness of such an approach in raising the levels of GED and high sehool

diploma attainment as shown in the 1982 Job Corps evaluation.26 More

recent data from the Remedietion and Training InStitute, which has made

this type of instrUCtion system widely available, suggests that a minimum

of 200 hours is necessary to bring enrollees to the point that they can

qualify for a GED or enter skills training.

3; Occupational Skills Training

JOBSTART sites are required to provide a minimum of 500 hours of class-

room instruction in skills in high-demand occupations in the local labor

market; The decision to require skills training rather than work experience

reflects a combination of research and programmatic considerations. The

evaluation record suggests that both work experienee and skills training 0111,1111.

combined with education =- may be effective strategies for raising earnings

and employment among the target population; However, because of the

restrictions on work experience in the JTPA legislation, classroom skills

training was considered the more viable option.27

The minimum requirement of 500 hours was also a compromise; Ideally,

MDRC would have liked to test the effectiveness of a year's training for

this target group, based on research evidence that longer, more intensive

programs have longer-lasting impacts. However, training programs of that
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length are relatively rare in the JTPA System, in which Use max:tmum length

Of classroom training tends to be 26 Weeks, equivalent to 780 hours of

ihStruction: offered six hours a day .28 The 500-hour minimum seemed the

longest training period that most JTPA agencies would accept.

4. Supbort Services

A consistent theme in the literature on programs serving young drop-

outs 1.8 the difficulty of keeping youths in the program and the many

prOblems that interfere with their attendance. It WaS eXPected that

substantial suppoet Services and other incentives would be needed tO retain

JOBSTART eheolleeS, many of whom are teenage mothers-. The kind6 of

supports that bites are expected to provide are shown in Table 1.1.

5. Placement-Assistance

Placement into full-time unsubsidized employment is a major JOBSTART

objective. JOBSTART program operators and their subcontractors are

responsible for assisting participants to find jobs.

E. ; ; f - f - kg. f

Within the parameters of these basic guidelines, JOBSTART Sites have

been given considerable flexibility in developing their programs. For

example, they can vary the sequence of activities, the Cc:intent of the

education ahd teaihing curricula, the educational methotts, the humbee Of

hours spent each day in classes, and the amount and kind of finandial and

other suppoets.

Flexibility was hedetSary for two reasons. First, the evaluation

literature does not peovide definitiVe guidance on many aspects of oper-

ating programs for dropoutt. For example, there is no evidence to suggest
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whether basic education is tope effeetiVe if it is provided concurrently

with, or in a sequence preceding, skills training, or whether separate

youth and adult classes are more effective than putting the two groups

together. Second, the fact that sites had to build JOBSTART into their

existing programs imposed practical liditations on the degree to whieh

sites could change their current programs to make them conform to a speei=

fied model. A more prescriptive model would have greatly reduced the pool

of potential sites.

Although the JOBSTART prcgram has borrowed heavily from the Job Corps

model since it was one of the few programs to prove effective in serving

dropout youths, there are some key differences. JOBSTART will be imple=

mented not in a residential but in a community setting, which should keep

program costs lower than those of the Job Corps. JOBSTART is also designed

to be more easily duplicated within the current employment and training

environment. Thus the JOBSTART evaluation offers the opportunity to build

on the Job Corps research and answer a critical question left open by that

evaluation: namely, can a similar mix of services offered in a non-residen-

tial setting produce similar impacts and do so at a lower operating cost?

The inclubion of the non-residential component of four Job Corps Centers

strengthens this aspect of the research.

The evaluation of any social experiment leads to inevitable tensions

betWeen the desire to maintain the purity of a research design and the

necessity to meet "real world" standards of practicability and repIi-

cability. In the JOBSTART demonstration, the tensions were particularly

acute because MDRC was not able to provide sites with the funds necessary

to operate the program.
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Conflicting demandto inherent in a demonstration such as JOBSTART, are

explained below:

Research interests alone would dictate the development of a
specific, standardized prOgram model that could be implemented
uniformly across all Sites since this provides the strongest
possible test_of a_treetment. _Howeveri operational reality_==.
particularlyin a_limited funding environment -- pushes in the
direction _of allowing considerable flexibility in program
specifications. Thus, balance had to be found between two
designs: one so prescriptive as to make difficult finding
enough sites to provide a meaningful test and replicating the
model later as contrasted to one _that allowed so much
variation that the treatment WoUld not be sufficiently
standardized to test;

The selection of sites for the demonatration also required
decisions between alternative approachea: enrolling only sites
that were exemplary program operatort_or those that were more
representative of the universe of 611 programs. The former
approach would yield a test of what the model could accomplish
under relatively favorable circumStances and the latter offer
a more realistic indication of the outcomes to be anticipated
should the model be widely adopted.

The goal of having the longest possible pOtt=Program follow-up
conflicted with that of evaluating_ the program in its
maturity. To meet_the_former goal,Sitet Would be encouraged
to begin operations quickly, and the retearCh data collec-
tion would begin shortly_after enr-ollident._ The latter argued
for delaying_the build-up of the researdh Sample until the
program had settled into stable operatiOnS.

The Ways in which these conflicting goals have Shaped the development

Of tht JOBSTART demonstration -- and the degree to WhiCh they have been

reSolVed by the practical constraints of the JTPA Service delivery system

And funding limitations -- will be a major focuS throughout this report.

F. Scepe-af This Report

The major research questions that this report will address are:

How have the operational constraints of the _JTPA _system
affected the program design and evaluation strategy for the
demonStration?

-17-

4 6



TO what degree did JTPA funding restrictions, contracting
procedures, and performance standards facilitate or constrain
interest_in the demonstration among program operators and JTPA
agencies? How are they likely to affect program oPerations
once sites are up and running?

What kinds of changes did sites have to take_in their existing
programs and enrollment patterns in order to conforth to Lhe
JOBSTART prcgram model?

Paw much variation exists among the JOBSTART_ sites in _the
types of service providers, prior experience and service mix?

How have these factors affected the research design?

What are the emerging pattern_!, in _recruitment in the
early-starting sites, and what factors appear to be
influencing those patterns?

Discussing JOBSTART as a program model, as a demonstration and as part

of the JTPA system, the remainder of this report elaborates on the themes

introduced in this chapter. Chapter 2 provides some background on the JTPA

system and how JOBSTART relates to it. Chapter 3 discusses how sites were

recruited to participate in the demonstration, and the reasons why they

chose to do so; Chapter 4 presents an overview of the JOBSTART sites: the

variations in program design, prior experience and the ways in which they

changed their proglams to conform to the model. Chapter 5 takes a more

detailed look at thc JTPA contracting procedures and performance standards,

and how they are likely to affect JOBSTART implementation. Chapter 6

discusr 1 emerging patterns of recruitment, as well as demographic

characteristics of the initial research sample.
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CHAPTER 2

INCORPORATING-THE-JOB-START DEMONSTRUION INTO THE JTPA-SYSTEM

The fact that MDRC could not provide the operating fundS nedeSSary to

run JOBSTART == and WoUld have to rely on JTPA funding tip iMpleMbnt the

demonstration ..;= Was a key consideration when MDRC began to recruit SiteS

in the spring of 1985. Despite the care taken to develop a program model

that could be incorporated into regular JTPA programming, it would never=

theless be difficult to do so for several reasons.

First, the emphasis in the program model on Ionger-term, more inten=

sive training and enriched suppopt services was at odds with the trends in

JTPA toward shorter training, feWer Support services and less costly

programs;

Second, the early implementation experience of JTPA suggested that

there were few incentives and a hUMber of disincentives in federal, state

and local JTPA policy for serving the JOBSTART target group -- youths who

were more disdavantaged than the JTPA yOuth population as a whole;

Third, the research requirement that sites randomly assign JOBSTART

applicants into experimental and dboiltrol groups could create both

administrative and political difficulties for JOBSTART operators;

In order to explain some of the issnet that were likely to deter

pi4oist.dis operators from participation or to interest them in JOBSTART, this

Lhaptee provides background information on the JTPA system and how JOBSTART

relate6 to it. The discussion focuses on youth policy and programs,

performance standards and funding sources.
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A ila_apALS2611

The employment and training system established by the Job Training

Partnership Act of 1982 is a highly decentralized, federally-funded program

that provides job training and related services to economically disadvan-

taged persons; Under Title IIA the basic training title for

economically disadvantaged youths and adults -- funds are allocated by the

Department of Labor to the states, using a formula that takes into account

the incidence of poverty and unemployment in each state. The states, in

turn, suballocate the funds to local Service Delivery Areas (SDAs), which

encompass units of local government. Currently, there are about 600 SDAS

across the country.

The transition from CETA to JTPA represented a devolution of authority

from the federal government to the states. Apart from allocating the funds

and issuing performance standards, the federal role in JTPA is primarily

oversight and review, including the monitoring of state compliance with the

provisions of the legislation. In the early JTPA years, the Department of

Labor provided little policy guidance, promoted few program initiatives,

and deliberately restricted its rule-making authority and technical

assistance role in order to give states significant policy influence on the

new system.

Governors have been given policymaking responsibility in a number of

areas, including the designation of SDAs, the adjustment of national per-

formance standards for SDAsi the use of the discretionary set-asides IM,

which amcunt to 22 percent of the state's Title IIA allocation -- and the

establishment of goals, policy and regulations for each state's JTPA
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program. Many of these responsibilities aea shared with or delegated to

the State Job Training Coordinating Cbundil or other state agencies;

OVerall, the JTPA role played by states varies substantially across the

nountry. Some states have played a leading role in guiding local JTPA

policy; others have treated the SDAS in muCh the same way that the federal

DepartMent of Labor handled the states.

At the service delivery level, the oversight and decision-making

functions ard.6hdred by the Private Industry Council (PIC) == in which a

majority of repreSentatives must come from the private sector and the

local unit of governMent. Both the PIC and the local gOVernMental Unit

must approve the SDA's annual spending plan. In some areas, the PIC sets

policy and also serves as the "administrative entity," that is, the

organization responsible for administering JTPA programs in the SDA; in

others, the local governmental unit does so; in still others, the

administrative reSponsibility is shared or delegated to a different body.

Three different JTPA funding streams are possible sources of money for

JOBSTART. Some of these JTPA funds are controlled by states; others are

controlled by SDAs. Each type is subject to different restrictions on its

use.

Seventy-eight percent of the Title IIA money allocated to states is

suballocated to SDAs. The "78 percent" funds have the greatest number of

restrictions on their use:

At least 70 percent of these.funds must be spent on training
activities.

No more than 15 percent can be spent on administrative costs.

The remaining funds are available for support services.
Waivers are AVailable from states if SDAs meet certain
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hardship conditions.

Funds_cannot _be used_to pay allowances or stipends _to JTPA
enrollees, but individuala may qualify for assistance based oh
need (needs=based payments), if the payment Sehedule iS
approved by the PIC.

Programs run with the 78 percent funding are subject to the
fcdeoal performance standards.

AS can also qualify for discretionary funds awarded by the states

from the remaining proportion (22 percent) of the state's Title IIA

allocation. The following set-asides are established in the lay:

8_percent of the state'S Title IIA allocation is reserved for
state programs to provide education, including vocational
education and other related services Eighty percent of the
money is to be spent on training programs; 20 percent is set
aside for promoting coordination between education and job
training;

6 percent is to be used to provide technical assistance for
SDAs that fail to meet performance standards or to reward SDAs
that exceed performance or serve special groups.

3 percent is to fund special programs for older workers.

5 percent is reserved for state administrative costs.

States are given a good deal of flexibility to determine for what

purposes the set-aside funds wilI be used and how they win be distributed;

Programs funded under 6 percent incentive grants or the 8 percent education

set-aside are not always held to the.same cost restrictions as apply to the

78 percent funds, and are not necessarily subject to federal performance

standards. Unless other 'restriction:. are imposed by the state, program

operators have flexibility in how they use these funds. For this reason,

the 6 percent and 8 percent set-asides seem particularly well-suited to

support innovative programming or services to special popuIations A

Potential draWback, hOWever, is that the 8 percent funds require a
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dollar-per-dollar match from non-JTPA funds.

B. SerVices to Tputh*....and_D=MIALAILAin

Title IIA of the JTPA legislation provides for special treatment roe

youths: first, by mandating that a specific proportion of local program

funds be spent on them; second, by establishing different performance

Standards for youths than adults; tnd third by suggesting specific program

deSigns and sequences appropriate fbr yOilths. These provisions are

disdUssed in turn below. Additional yoUth Services are authorized in the

&titter YOuth Employment Program (Title IIB), which provides publicly-

subSidited jobs to JTPA-eligible youths during the summer months.

To ensure an equitable level of servioe6 tdo yOUths, the JTPA legisla-

tion Stipulates that SDAs spend at least 40 Percent of their Title IIA

allodation on this population, defined as young people aged 16 through 21,

and in Some cases, 14- and 15-year-olds. ShOUld the local ratio of youths

tO adults in the JTPA eligible population differ from the national ratio,

goVernors can adjust the expenditure requirement up or down accordingly.

WAS are not required to serve only young dropouts -- they may, for

example, serve adults who dropped out of SOhoOl in their teenage years

but th4 are required to serve all dropouts (yOUthS and adults) in the same

ratio AS their incidence in the eligible population.

Separate criteria.were established in the JTPA legislation for

evalutting JTPA programs serving youths, pen-acting the view that outcomes

other than placement in a job are appropriate for youth enrollees. For

adults, performance is judged on the entered employtent kiate0 the cost per

entered employment, the average wage at placement, 88 well aa the entered
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employment rate for adult welfare recipients. For youths, the standards

are the entered employment rate, the positive termination rate and the cost

per positive termination. As currently defined, the positive termination

rate is calculated based on the number of youths who enter unsubsidized

employment, return to school full time, enter non-Title II trainingo reach

employment competency levels defined by the PIC, or complete a major level

of education.1 In facto however, as discussed later, these employment

competency measures for the most part have not yet been fully developed or

utilited.

The federal performance standards established for program years

1984-1985 and 1986 are as follows:2

PY PY
IbtamjAxidLSor Adults 1986 1984-1985
Entered Employment Rate_ 62% 55%
Cost Per Entered Employment $4o374 $5,704
Average Wage at Placement $4.91 $4.91
Welfare Entered Employment Rate 51% 39%

Standarda---for-Youths
Entered Employment Rate 43% 41%
Positive Termination Rate 75% 82%
Coat Per Positive Termination $11,900 $4,900

The JTPA legislation aIso highlights the appropriateness of special

approaches for youths by describine a sequence of four "exemplary youth

programer, that can be operated in addition to the regular training

activities mentioned for youths and adults.

The legislation stops shorto however, of mandating that SDAs actually

operate these exemplary programso or that youths be served in separate

programs that recognize their special needs; if local planners desire it,

youths can be combined with adults in all programs for JTPA services. In
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this respect, as well as in the decision not to allocate /Unds separately

for youth programs, the JTPA legialation is less categorical than its CETA

predecessor.

In addition concerns haVe been raised that other provisions of the

JTPA legislation make it diffidult to address the needs of the unemployed

youth population: in partioulaet the restrictions on the use of support

serVices, the limitations on the atount of work experience costs that oan

be billed to training,3 and the elitination of cash stipends while partici=

Pants are in training. Further, while the legislation includes rules for

sanctioning SDAs that fail to meet their oveedll performance standards, no

penalties are spelled out for SDAs that fail to meet the 40 percent youth

expenditure requirement, potentially weakening the seriousness with which

this proVision is taken.

Operational experience to date indidates that SDAs are having a diffi-

dUlt time complying with the youth proviSiona in the JTPA legislation. All

Of the early implementation reports on the JTPA system4 and a more recent

Survey5 reveal that many SDAs are falling short of spending the required

amoUnt of Title IIA funds on youths. The reaSons most frequently cited by

states and SDAs for the underspending inclUde: recruitment problems, low

levels of enrollment, lack of separate programs for youths, absence of

creative programming, lack.of stipends and lew program costs.

Nor have SDAs been successful in serving the required proportion of

dropoUtS. In fact, enrollment data from the nett half of JTPA program

year 1985 indicate that, overall, JTPA enrollees are more edUcationally

advantaged than the eligible population, with a higher proportion of youths

who have completed high school or more.6 JTPA enrolleea, as a whole are
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also more educationally advantaged than CETA enrollees; a comparison of

1984 JTPA enrollees with CETA enrollees in 1980 and 1982 showed that about

23 percent of the JTPA enrollees were dropouts, compared to 30 and 29

percent respectively; in these years undee CETA.7

The JTPA system as a whole has also experienced considerable diffi-

culty in meeting the positive termination standard established by the

Secretary of Labor, although the actual entered employment rate has

surpassed the youth standard:8

PY 19841985. PY 1984
Youth Standard Standard Actual

Entered Employment Rate 41% 545
Positive Termination Rate 82% 62%
Cost Per Positive Termination $4,900 $3,472

It is generally argued that underperformance on this measure iS

largely explained by the slowness of many SDAs to introduce a PIC-approved

employment competency system, as well as by the fact that employment

competencies were not until recently required as a reporting item for

positive termination documentation.

C. JOBSTART A d JTPA Sarvire Delivery

The difficulties that SDAs have experienced in meeting the required

youth expenditure level and the trend toward serving less disadvantaged

youths suggest problems that might face MDRC in introducing JOBSTART into

the JTPA system, Finding operators either capable of or experienced in

running programs like JOBSTART -- who were also interested in becoming part

f a research demonstration -- would not be easy, given the common

practices identified in the early implementation studies of JTPA.
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The key points of variance between the JOBSTART model and the general

thrust of JTPA programming were:

Target-PoculatiOn

Ths_JOBSTART target population == young high Seheol dropouts
reading below the eighth grade level == vas hOt a priority
service group in most SDAs; According to the rePort on
implementation of JTPA in 1983=1984, predUded bY_Grinkeri
Walker and Associates in 1985, the propettion Of dropout
youths served in the sample SDAs ranged feeth 12 pOrdant to 58
percent; the proportion of youths who were high adhoel
graduates_was consistently higher, ranging from 31 pertant t6
63 percent. Many SDAs also targeted a large proportion_of
in-schoOl yoUths.9 _More recent data from the Job Training
Longitudinal SurVey (JTLS) in the first half of program year,
1985 show-that about 25 percent of JTPA youth enrollees are
dropouts."

Data on the_reading levels of dropout youths enrolled in JTPA
are not available,_ but MDRC's interviews during the JOBSTART
pilot Tear_indipated that it was common practice _for many
occupational Skilla training vendors to require a minimum:of
an eighth- or_ ninth-grade reading level as a prerequisite for
entry into classroom trainingi A study produced by Grinket
Associates_ in 1986_ OroVides evidence that many SDAs set
prerequisites of_ at _leaSt seventh-grade reading and math
levels; in some training courses-___enrollees were required to
have a GED or high school diploma:11

Two implementation reports predUced in 1985 -- one by Grinker,
Walker and Associates, the other by Westat, Inc. -- also
indicate that programs specifically designed for or targeted
to dropouts were the exception rather than the rule in the
early JTPA system. In Contrast, the trend was to enroll
dropouts_in adult programs rather than to treat tha youths as
a special needs group. Where targeted programming did exist,
such programs accounted for less than 2 percent of the SDA's
budget and served a_small number of persons, according to the
report by Grinkatt Walker and Associates.12

Length of Training.

Training in JOBSTART was_intended to be relatively long-term;
Programs_providing a miniMUM Of 200 hours of basic education
and 500 hours of occupational skills training would have to
operate for a minimum of 24 weeks if both components were
offered concurrently and six hours of classes were scheduled
per_ day; if training were part-time or sequential, with
education preceding skilla training, the duration of training
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would be substantially lengthened.

In contrast, the report by Grinker, Walker and Associates
found that the maximum length of classroom training scheduled
at the sample SDAs was 26 weeks. The actual average amount of
time a youth ;spent in JTPA training, according to this study
was 12 weeks.15

Program Mix.

Instruction in basic_education was available == often as an
adjunct to other training -- in three-fifths of the SDAS ih
the sample used in the study by Grinker_i Walker and
Associates. Mbst remedial activities were scheduled to last
between 12 and 18 weeksi close to the minimum expected in
JOBSTART. In generali SDAs were reported to offer little
sequencing or multi-component JTPA training, largely because
of the emphasis on low-cost training and an interest in
serving as many as possible of the elfgible population."

Support Services.

As a program model that stresses the importance of individual-
ized attention, counseling, child care, transportation and
financial assistance as supplements to training, JOBSTART runs
counter to JTPA policy in many SDAs where the overall trend is
to provide less support than in CETA; A GAO report suggested
that this was not caused only by the limitations on available
funds for support servicesi since many SDAs were spending less
than the allowable JTPA proportion on such services.1 The
study produced by Grinker Associates found that SDAs routinely
spent less than the 111owable proportion of funds on support
services, and that applicants with high supp9rt needs were
likely to be screened out by training vendors.1°

Control Group Services.

Still another potential disincentive was the research require-
ment that sites recruit at least 200 youths to be randomly
assigned to experimental and control groups of approximately
100 members each. The control group would not be eligible for
services at the site or be referred to other training vendors
in any preferential way.

This requirement imposed burdens of two kinds on JOBSTART oper-
ators and SDAs. First, it meant that training vendors had to
expand their recruitment efforts in order to enroll a number
of youths whom they would never serve, thereby increasing
their _operating costs. Second, the denial of services to
controls was a very sensitive issue for some sites since
youths would be recruited for the program and then turned
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away. Moreoveri_ if SDAS t-iere haVing difficulty enrolling
youths, the creation of a ebntrbl_ group was likely to cause
concern about the effect8 Of the demonstration on youth
enrollment levels within the SDA.

Thus, JOBSTART is targeted to a groUp known to be difficult to serve

and often ignored by JTPA training vendors. Moreover, the JOBSTART model

Was deSigned to offer training that is longer and More intensive than most

JTPA training. This had significant implidations for launching the demon-

stratiOn. The fact that programs like JOBSTART are telatiVely rare in the

JTPA environthent meant either that the pool of potential Sites would be

quite liMited or that existing prOgrams would have tO be Significantly

modified to Conform to the program design. The opportunity for modifica-

tion was litited, however, by the lack of finaneal indentives and by

concerns abciut hoW JOBSTART would affect the ability Of both training

vendors and local JTPA Staffs to meet the system's performance Standards.

JOBSTART and-JTPA-Performance Standards

This combination of circumstances -- a more disadvantaged target group

receiving longer and more intensive training -- has seribuS implications

for program Operators using JTPA funds and held to performance standards

that anticipate A high level of placements at a low cost. An understanding

of how performance standards are used in the JTPA system is important for

understanding Why these concerns could act as powerful disincentives for

program operators or SDAs to participate in or provide funding for the

JOBSTART demonstration.

As explained above, national performance standards for the JTPA System

are established by the U.S. Department of Labor using seven measures.
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These federal performance standards are passed on to the SDAs after gover-

nors adjust them for local conditions, using parameters specified by DOL.17

Governors are required to take corrective action if the SDAs do not meet

these performance standards. After a year, poorly performing SDAs are

supposed to receive technical assistance (paid for by the 6 percent

set-aside); after two years, the governor is expected to impose a reorgan-

ization plan on the SIM; The plan may bar specified service providers from

receiving funds, restructure the PIC, or deSignate a new adMinistrative

entity; However, the 6 percent set-aside is also used by govdrhoes to

provide incentive grants to SDAs that exceed their performance standards.

The precise conditions for receipt of bonus funds are determined by the

state; decisions about how the awarded funds will be used are either made

by the state or left up to each SDA.

Because these financial rewards and penalties are built into the

system at the local as well as the State level, JTPA staffs have a Clear

interest in ensuring that their contractors perform well and qualify the

SDA for state incentive funds. Therefore, they adjust the state-required

standards and use them to set performance goals or conditions of payment in

_contracts with individual training vendors. Thus, contractOrs are often

required to meet higher standards than the sra as a whole must meet.

An operator's failure .to meet the contractually-required performance

standards may lead to a reduction in or termination of funding in the next

contract year and -- if the contract is uperformance=basedm18 reSUlt in

financial loss during the current contract year. However, it is not jUSt

the fear of financial loss that motivates contractors or SDAs; equally

important are the rewai.js built into the system. Particularly in SDAs
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where bonus money is available for contra( s who exceed performande

goals, there is added inccntiVe for program operstors to achieve highee
_

entered employment and poSitiVe termination r.,..t.es than those specified in

the contract;

Thus, the way JTPA performance standards are structured seems to drive

the system toward achieving higher and higher entered employment And

positive termination rates; ThiS hes a ratchet effect on setting standards

in subsequent years since the national Standards are recalculated every two

years, based on actual perforMance during the previous cycle; If SDAs do

consistently better than planned, they Will be expected to perform at an

even higher rate in the next cycle;

Because the JTPA system is geared tOWard hiel performance at a low

cost -- and training programs for the hardto-serve are likely to cost more

and may result in a lower proportion Of poSitive outcomes -- program

operators that work with harder-to-employ grOUp8 May be at a competitive

disadvantage Unless local JTPA staffs are willing to alter the contractors'

perforWande standards to reflect the group SerVed; Recognizing these

special Circumstances, a number of technical ASSistance guides on JTPA

performance standards urge SDAs to be flexible :n Setting their positive

termination and cost per positive termination Standards for programs

serving young high school dropouts and other hard-to-employ groups;19

E. le.e..6.hwttlaumanla

Foe the reasons discussed above, the JTPA poliey efilironment did not

seem overwhelmingly favorable to the implementation of the JOBSTART demon-

stration When MDRC began the process of site seltetion in the spring of
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1985. There were some encouraging signs, however. In particular, the

documented failure of SDAs across the country to meet the youth expenditure

targets in the JTPA legislation had attracted cOnSiderable attention, and a

number of national organizations, as well as state And lOCal pOlioymakers,

were trying to increase the level and quality of youth SerVied8 in the

system. The report produced by Grinker Associates on the implementation of

JTPA fniind that SDAa haVe increased the percentage of funds spent on youths

and have alSo taken some modest steps toward providing services to the more

needy among the eligible poPulation.20

Especially important was the emphasis given to developing the youth

employment competency syStems authorized by JTPA. These systems generally

recogni2d competencies of three different types: pre-employment and work

maturity SkillS, basic education skills, and job skills for specific

occupations. These CoMpetencies are seen as key to increasing the youth

positive termination ratta and endouraging more innovative training

:strategieS in the SDAs.

The early impleMentatiOn reports on JTPA all indicated that PICs had

been slow to develop Competency Measures. By late 1984, efforts were being

made to provide PICs with technical aSSiStande for developing these

competency systems. Legislation passed in the SUmMer bf 1984 allowing SDAs

to count the youths' attainment of competencies as an outcome measure in

performance-based contracts further encouraged the development Of COMpet

ency systems. (Federal regulations recognizing the change Wert nOt iaeUed

until early 1985, however) Previously, in performance=based Contradta,

contractors could only be paid for trainingrelated Oladdilents.

One other roadblock, as noted earlier, has been the laCk of approp-
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priate data. Only in July 1986 were employment competencieS added AS a

separate reporting item, althoUgh the JTPA legislation indicated that SDAs

could include youths with documented competency gains in their positive

terminatitin rates. It is expected that the development of these systems

and inforMation on their use will encourage more Stotts to try innovative

training Strategies and to offer basic education, especially to high-risk

groups.21 The wider utilization of such systems is likely to facilitate

the implementation of the JOBSTART and Similar models within the JTPA

system.

AlSo, helpful to the implementation Of the JOBSTART demonstration

during the laSt year was the growing intereSt aMong the employment and

training COmMUnity in remedial or basic edUdation. During 1985,

policymakert and planners were encouraging lodal operators to inc1.ude

educational &components in their Summer Youth EMployment Programs, and

legislation tO that effect was introduced in COngreSS. By 1986, the U.S.

Department of Labor had also endorsed the concept;22

Increasing attention was also being paid tO the need for basie educa-

tional instruction in regular Title IIA programMing. In particular, the

greater availability of basic education curricula uSing individualized,

competency=based and computer-assisted instruction, such as the

ComprehensiVe Ccdpetencies Program (CCP) developed by the Bemediation and

Training InstitUte, increased the potential pool of JOBSTABT sites. The

study by Grinker ASSOciates found that in program year 1984, SDAs were

expanding their use Of basic or remedial education, although it remained a

very small part of total programming.23
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F. Ineemtives-for-JOBSTA-RT Par-tin-Iva-Ulm

These developments webe likely to both increase interest in JOBSTART

at the local SDA level and make it easier for training vendors to operate

the demonstration under JTPA auspices Specific 'aspects of the demon=

stration itself made it appealing to program operators and JTPA agencies,

including the prestige associated with being part of a national

demonstration; the opportunity to answer more definitively many key

questions about what works for youth dropouts; and -- in a system which has

limited funding available for technical assistance and program planning --

the opportunity to develop new program initiatives and receive technical

assistance in program design and management. Further, although MDRO could

not provide the operating funds for JOBSTART, it was able to provide

$25,000 of corporate or foundation funds to each of the sites, and planned

to help them develop supplemental funding if necessary.

Thus) although many JTPA policies and practices seemed to ascourage

participation in the JOBSTART demonstration, there were also compelling

reasons Why SDAs and program operators might want to join. The degree to

selich SDAs and program operators responded positively to MDRCIS tedruitment

effort8 i8 discussed in the following.chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

LAUNCHING THE DEMONSTRATION

The peode66 of JOBSTART site selection and development presented a

number Of challenges when MDRC began this phase of the demonatration in the

spring of 1985. MDRC planned to recruit 10 to 15 Site8 to operate

JOBSTART each -of Which would need at least 200 JOBSTART=eligible yoUthS.

By a process of randot assignment, half of the youths at each site WOUld

enter an experimental group, eligible for JOBSTART services; the Other half

would be designated 66 a Control group, not eligible to receive Sudh

services; The numbee Of SiteS, as well as the number to be enrolled at

e=:.1 site, was detetthined by the need to develop a large enough researdh

sample to ensure that program impacts of the anticipated size could be

detected with statistidal reliability. Sites had to be recruited,

moreover, at a tiMe when MDRC could slot pr.srido them with operating funds,

and when there were a huMber of impedimentn to mounting strategies suCh a8

JOBSTART in the JTPA system, i6 discusawtt in tba prwAric'Is zhapter;

In order to provide the: strongest tesx. 1-.he cgram model, MDRC

hoped to recruit program operators experienced 11; *-ning programs with the

same components and for the Same Population c4s OBS*,11T This would help

not only to eliminate start-up problems but also ensure that JOBSTART

participants received inStrUbtion Of proimn quality; It was understood,

however, that the universe Of SUCh prograira in the current JTPA system was

likely to be small, both for the reaSOns discussed in the previous chapter

and because operators might be uaing alternative service strategies for
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dropout youths; Therefore, MDRC was prepared to enroll SiteS that Could

show evidence of the following:

A history of strong program management, effective leadership
and fiscal stability;

Experience in running the JOBSTART program components or in
working with the target population of young dropouts who are
poor readers;

The- capacity to reach the random assignment goal, either by
docuMenting previous success in recruiting high school
dropouts, or by formulating plans for a new outreach strategy;

The willingness and capacity to conform to the JOBSTART
operating guidelines and make changes in current programs
where necessary; and

The willingness to.abide by the research requirements of the
demonstration, including random assignment and reporting
responsibilities.

The first sections cf this chapter discuss the process by which MDRC

identified and developed sites for the demonstration, its success in meet-

ing its site selection goals, and the implications for the research design.

The concluding sections focus on the role that JTPA agencies and staffs

played in launching the demonstration and examine why program operators,

well as local and state JTPA staffs, were receptive to JOBSTART despite the

operational disincentives dis;:ussed i Chapter 2.

A. iktakraaenaxEJIL e_ Delf4TOWIL

Apart from the ,-,(..-resickntial Job Corps Iocatio, the process of

developing JOBSTART site reflected the e..Fcentralized mture of the JTPA

system. At the national );ve1, workea n4ith a number a public inter-

est groups involved th and including the National

Governors' ASSoCiation, ?:11-6 :3-oo!,0:1Jr, of Counties, National



League of Cities, the National JOb Training Partnership, Inc., as well as

th4 National Alliance of Businets, which has also been indtrumentaI in

SUPPOrting information exchange (aging the JOBSTART sites. MDRC pUblicized

JOBSTART through the .newslettera, annual meetings and techniCal ditaistance

conferences of these organizatiOn80 and worked with their staffs tO identi-

fy both JTPA contractors that *fere rUnning similar programs and l0Oal or

state JTPA agencies that might have an interest in funding Sh innovative

program for young dropouts. Efforts to identify school-based sites were

made through profeational education organizations, suCh as the Institute

for Educational Leader:tip, the American Vocational Association;

Council of Chief State School Officers, the Council of Great City

and the Americol Atbodiation of School Administrators.

Below thit leVel, the channels of approach varied considerablyi

some cases, MDRC WOrked through states to identify potential sites and

local SDAs interested in supporting JOBSTART; in otbeiitt the fir6t approach

was made through the local agency responsible for adainStering jTPA funds;

in still others, the.initial contact was an interetted program operator.

In total, about 70 to 80 program operators discussed participation with

MDRC staff; ThoSe ultimately enrolled in the demonstration were selected

from a short liatn Of about 20 to 25 programs that fit fairly well with

the JOBSTART model and had expreased interest in partidipating.

Once a potential JOBSTART operator was identifitd, MDRC conducted an

initial screening, Utually by telephone, for interest in and suitability

for the demonstration. Thia Screening was followed by an atiteasment visit

in which MDRC staff identified the specific areas that iteeted to need modi-

fications and began developing strategies to accomplith the necessary
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changes. MDRC staff continued to work with these potential sites on

meeting the JOBSTART operating guidelines in subsequent visits and bY

telephone; (Me kinds of changes these programs made are discussed in

Chapter 4.) Where necessary, MDRC staff also helped program operators to

win local JTPA support for the demonStration or to obtain supplemental

funding from state JTPA sources or outside groups.

Only after several months of observation and negotiation -- when

programs had demonstrated sufficient capacity and willingness to adapt to

the JOBSTART model -- were they asked to submit a formal application to

participate in the demonstration.

The process of developing the non-residential Job Corps sites was

quite different from the procedure for other sitesi reflecting the far

greater degree of uniformity and centralization that characterizes the

network of federally-administered Job Corps Centers. Both the national

Office of the Job Corp3 and the Employment and Training Administration's

research arm, the Office of Strategic Planning and Program Development,

strongly endorsed the inclusion of the non-residential components of four

Job Corps Centers in the demonstration. MDRC was thus able to work through

the national Job Corps office to identify appropriate sites and explore

interest in the demonstration.

The Job Corps director gave MDRC information on enrollee demographics

and operating capacity of all the Job Corps Centers with non-residential

programs and arranged for MDRC staff to meet with the regional Job Corps

directors and their corporate and non-profit contractors; Negotiations on

procedural changes and how to meet the research guidelines had to be worked

out with each site, but the process was facilitated by the national
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office's decision to waive regulations and standard procedures that would

have slowed down JOBSTART implementation. The national office was also

willing to absorb the additional costs of recruiting enough youths to form

a control group;

B. OvervieROr-theJOBSTARZ Si tes

1 . Pri OrEXberience

A total of 16 bites began participating in the JOBSTART

demonstration.1 (See Table 3.1i) These sites represent a mix bf

community-based organitationb, school-based skills centers abd

non-residential componentS Of Job Corps Centers; All seemed to be strung

program operators, ShoWing eiridence of effective management; quality

programming and financial Stability.

However; MDIRC's effOrtt tb recruit sites that had experience both With

JOBSTART services and the JOBSTART target population were less SuedeSSfUl.

Not surprisingly; conSidering the genesis of the JOBSTART model, the Job

Corps Centers conformod Mott Closely to the JOBSTART guidel.ines. Four Of

the other 12 sites are edudational providers targeting young dropouts, bUt

had little or no expAiAeride in brokering skills training for their

enrollees. The remaining eight sites came into the demonstration with

experience in the JOBSTART terVide mix, but youths had not traditionally

been the primary target groUp in teVeral of these sites.

As a result, most of the JOBSTART sites required considerable modi=

fications in their program strUetUreS or enrollment patterns in ordep to

conform to the JOBSTART model. ThiS had implications for both the implemen;.=

tation and the evaluation of the JOBSTART demonstration:

-39- 68



.

TABLE 3.1

LOCATION, BOA NAME AND RANDOM ASSIGNMENT START DATE OF JOBSTART SITES

Agency Name Location Name of SDA

1

Rondos
Assignment Start

Allentown Youth
Ber-ices Consortium

Atlanta Job Corps

Basic Skills
Academy (BSA)

Center for Employment
Training (CET)

Chicsgo Commons
Association BUSl1t.086 nd
Industrial Training
Program

Connell:1y Skit/
Learning Center

Capitol Region

Buffalo, NY

Atlanta, GA

New York, NY

San Jose, CA

Chicago, IL

Pittsburgh, PA

Hertford, CT

Buffelo/Cheekto-
wage/Tonawanda
Consortium

N/A

New York City

Bente Clara
County

City Of ChidagO

Ci ty_ of Pi tts-

burgh

Hartford

June 1888

lAugust 1886

IOetobir 1886

Noveuber 1885

INarCh 1886

August 1885

April 1886
Education Council (CREC3

East Los Ano4Les LOW Angeles, CA City of Los N. 1988
Skill Center Angeles

EL Centro Community Wallas, TX City of Dallas IHarch 1986
Cottage Job Training
Center

Emily Grif,th Oppori;un-
ity 1E80131

Denver, CO City and County
of Denver

April 1986

Loe JO6 Corps Los Angeles, CA M/A Auguet 1886

Phoenix Phoenix. AZ MIA ,Juns 1886

Sacramento Job Corps Seorementov CA 11/4 1;:lutober 1888

BER - Jobe 'ixt Progress Corpus Chrittii 'City bf OctOber 1885
TX Christi/Ace

County

SER - JObel rOo Progress Milwaukee, WI q1 t.,1:.u0Ase County April. 1986

Stagily Technical College pabemerLe, MC Cem,,,etino 1985-. November

NOTES: A/A inklicotwa not al:Womble bezel:me these Job Corps Centers ere
fader:Illy funded and nporated by privets ocntraz..tors end are not pert of the BOA
system.
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First, because many of the_aitea required more changes than
had been anticipated, the Site deVelopment phase was extended
and initiation of random aSSignMent Was sometimes delayed; and

Second, because the start=up peried_Was longer once sites were
operational, the overall _eValuation will cover a shorter
period of operational maturity.

2. Servi-cesto Controls

A particularly problematie area of negotiation during the site

development phase was the issue of services to controls. In developing the

JOBSTART design, a basic assumption was that the targeted youths

econdaidally disadvantaged dropouts who were poet readers -- were unlikely

to have access to alternative education and training programs. Ideally,

the research design would require that operators not serve members of the

control group either in JOBSTART or in other programs operated at their

site for a minimum of two years, and not refer controla in Any preferential

way to other Service providers

Many sites found this to be an onerous burden. Where sites had

trouble recrUiting youths and filling available slots, having to turn away

eligible applicants was extremely difficult, particularly if the site was

under contractual Obligation to the JTFA agency to enroll a Specified

number of youths. A number of the school-based sites believed that the

service provisiOna tde Controls conflicted with their legal responaibility

to serve anyone whO wanted to enoroll In addition, in SDAS that Were

having difficulty meeting their youth expenditure goals, JTPA staff and

other servide providers were reluctant to turn youths away without

referring them to hthae Service programs.

RecogniZing these difficulties, MDRC was able to negotiate With

JOBSTART operators on a Site-by-site basis, winning agreement that JOBSTART
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operators would exclude controls from JOBSTART servi-..es and refrain from

concerted efforts to enroll them in other programs. Referral to less

comprehensive and intensive programs, such as GED preparation, was allowed.

3. Yundi net

Operating funds for JOBSTART sites are provided from a combination of

sources. As antieipated, the bulk of the operating costs are provided

through locally-awarded JTPA :unds as part of the normal eontracting

process in JTPA serVice delivery areas. Moat Of the JTPA funding eeMeS

from the SDAsI 78 percent eflocarion, !;A a feW SDAS have used their Shard

of state-allocated 8 percent. V. Lc? support JCBSTART prog;lims. Table

3.2 shows funding sources for JOSTART sites,) I aome 0..;es the JTPA

contracts do not distinguilb oetween JOBSTAAT and other program activities

at the site. (See Chapter 5 for details on the contracting process.)

Incremental funding from local JTPA sources across all sit s was in excess

of $1.2 Million.

Nine of the JCBSTART Sites have also been awarded a special grant from

the state-contr011ed 8 percent set-asides reserved for governors tO promote

linkages between training and edUcational programs. MDRC was instrumental

in leveraging these grants -- which range from $50,000 to $126,000 per site

and tOtal $756,000 fOt the JOBSTART penjents; Two Other Sites are uSing

8 percent funds for JOBSTART, although the state did not make specific

awards to the demonstration;

Every site has also been awarded a $25,000 grant from corporate and

foundation contributions made to MDRC; This grant is intended to help

defray the additional eosts of operating the demonstration yogram,
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TABLE 3.2

FUNDING SOURCES :40B JOSSTART SITES

JTPA Title ZIA FUndisg
al to 78e LocaL ash. Stiito_13S4
Allntoen

BSA (pilot phase)
OSA

0
CET

ChicagO Commons a 0

Connettey

CREC 0

East L.A..
a

EGOS

El Centro
a a

3EB-CorpUo Christi

IER-NiLusukao

Itinly Tech
a

Other

I
$26,000 Corporal
Foundation Grew
Ailirda.d Through

Ai

A

A

A

KEY1 x indicates existing funding designated far JOBSTART0 indicata suppLamantal funding ecured for JOBSTART"A" inalude in-kind school contributions or othr ducation funds"B" includes contribution. frOA Local foundations or other organizations"C" inotUdna other fderal. statel or toast onies

a

a

0

NOTES* 678% af JTPA Title ZIA Us-Inds are et tocatsd by formul to Bastes.
NIS of a etetaia JTPA Title II* elloosti is rastrVad for coordination lith eduoatioograms. Local. BS funding refers t that portiati *Isiah is ditributadi at state discretion to totrvite dalivry areas to pand on prajecte of their choice.
c-
State SS funding raterS to th portion of the SS education sat-maids dietributd di

a state to apecifit programa or projeate;
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including those imposed by the research requirementS for date collection

and recruitment of controls.

A number of sites are using other state or local funds to supplement

the funds received from JTPA and corporate or foundation sponsors Of the

demonstration. In some cases, these funds were made available specifically

for JOESTART; in other caseu, they are part of the normal operating budget

whicb the JOBSTART operator. has decided to use for JOBSTART enrollees. The

s01-ased sites are also providing in-kind matches to pay for the cost

of 6aleriesi .rent and equipment.

JCBSTART is a more expensive program than those typically run at these

sites in the current JTPA environment, given that additional money has come

to JOBSTART from oorp.oraL and foundation contributions, state funds and

other resources. However, it is difficult at this point to estimate the

total funding available for, or the costs of, the demonstration because

many of the J'iPA contracts at the JOBSTART sites cover other program

activitie., and service groups in addition to JOBSTART -- and others do not

include support services or other costs. Data collected as part of the

benefit-cost analysis will enable determination of program costs.

C. laIngtbijaexels2pmenta&

The length of time required to identify and develop sites for the

JOBSTART demonstration varied from a minimum of six months to over a year.

The phase-in of sites also took over a year. The first site began random

assignment in August 1985 and the last in October 1986.

A number of factors explain the extended development phase in the

JOBSTART demonstration:
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First, more sites_than expected required substantial modifica=
tions in their program designs. To reduce start-up effects in
the study as a whole, IWO encouraged sites to delay random
assignment until new elements were in place and staff had
sufficient time to adjust to them.

Second, sites frequently bad to go through complicated and
time-consuming procedures to obtain JOBSTART funding.
Community-based organizations were particularly vulnerable to
problems caused by delays in receiving funding since they
often did not have a reserve of funds to cover such expenses
as hiring new staff. School-based sites, on the other hand,
Wert better able to cover expenses with other accounts when
delays ensued.

Third, startr.up had to be,synchronized with the fUnding and
enrollment patterns at _each_ site and With the JTPA program
year. While programe_structured un an Open-entry/open-exit
basis could enroll JOBSTART students at any time, those_with
fixed cycles Of _services _could _only begin at specified
intervals. In additioniif a site wit Unable to "carry"
enrollees into the next_JTPA prugrani yeat, random assignment
had to take place early in_the year tO allOW students to
complete training before the contract ran out.

Fouetht the protracted negotiations over serviceS to controls
delayed program impienentation at a number of sites;

Tue aeXt chapter analyzes other issues concerning prograM start-up and

provideS infOrMation on Lle program modifications made hV SiteS for the

JOBSTART demonStration.

D. The JTPA Role 141the!-IFeutonst-ratIon

The fact that 12 JOBSTART sites -- excluding the four Job Corp loca-

tions -- are operating the program with JTPA Title II funding represents an

impressive accomTaishment, given the disincentives for serving the JOBSTART

target group in the JTPA system.2

Certain innuVativo JTPA agencies are facilitating the implemehtatiOn

of the demonstratiOn in a variety of waysi JTPA st;A:$ in all Of the SDAs

where JOBSTART SitAS Are located have given their approval for eac'n titt,a
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partiapation in the demonstration, and some have earmarked funding speci-

fically for JOBSTART. In'certain car, looal JTPA staff have played an

actiVe role in the site identification and selection process, been

instrumental in helping to develop the necessary program modifications, and

monitored program implementation in its early months. JOBSTART has also

received the endorsement of a number of states: as noted, JTPA resources

from governors' discretionary funds are being used in all but one non-Job

Corps site. In two states, the funds were awarded to the JOBSTART program

through a request-for-proposals (RFP) competition; in four, the JOBSTART

award was made through a non-competitive funding process. In two others,

where 8 percent funds were typically awarded to the site each year, the

site operator decided to use them for JOBSTART. In a number of these

states, as well as in others where funding was not available, state staffs

-- as in the case of local JTPA staffs -- were instrumental in developing

support and fundink; for JOBSTART and identifying appropriate sites.

In about half of the locations -- excluding Job Corps sites -- where

JOBSTAHT :Ls being run (Los Angeles; Albemarle, North Carolina; Denver;

Pittsburgh; and Chicago), local JTPA staffs were instrumental in developing

the JOBSTART sites. In these cases, the PIC or the local government agency

in charge of JTPA -- sometimes in collaboration with other local groups --

worked elosely with MDRC to identify and nurture a site, committed itself

at an early point to provide funding, and otherwise facilitated the

implementation of the JOBSTART program. In a few of these locations, MDRC

was asked by the JTPA staff to choose the most appropriate program among

its training vendors, or to develop the specifications for an RFP or a sole

source contract that would meet the JOBSTART guidelines. In Hartford, the



PIC provided the initial contadt With the site, but the primary

developmental work was done by the capita Region Education Council, the

community-based organization which hedame the JOBSTART operator;

In other instances, intdreat in JOBSTART at the state level helped to

bring sites into the demonstratiOn. ThUat the availability of state funds

was used to leverage interest in JCBSTART at the local level in Denver,

Dallas and Corpus Christi. Elsewhere, state fUnding was used to supplement

local JTPA funding for JOBSTART, but local intereat was not contingent on

the state's cmmitment of funds.

In the remaining localities (Buffale, San Jose, Milwaukee, New York

City), MDRC worked wIth program operators to develop interest in the

demonstration, and then approached the lOCal JTPA agency. The degree of

support provided by JTPA staffs in these Siter varied considerably,

although all endorsed the demonstration.

E. Re aeonsfor- Partin-1.Ra t-i-ng- in JOBSTART

An explanation of why program operators and JTPA Staffa t4di'd

interested in JOBSTART clarifies JOBSTART's importance booth AS A program

for Zigh school dropouts and as a social experiment. Discussions with

JOBSTART operators and JTPA officials at the state and local levela tug-oat

that several motives were instrumental in the decision to participate in oe

support the demonstration.

1. The_Lneal Opei4e-tni-FerspentIve

At many Sites, JOBSTART was seen as an opportunity tO ateaagthao

cutrent program offerings by testing new approaches, refining fabiliar

ones, experimenting with enriched or enhanced services, or working With a
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different target group. Some welcomed additional funding, and.many valued

the prestige attached to being part of a national demonstration. A few

viewed the demonstration as an opportunity to validate what their prograM

had been doing in recent years. Most, however, regarded JCBSTART as an

,pportunity for program and staff development, and were willing to comply

With random assignment and the other research responsibilitles in order to

contribUte tO the developMent Of public policy.

Sites were also attracted by the opportunities for technical assis-

tance proVided through MDRCis developmental efforts and contacts with other

JCBSTART operators. In addition to the on-site work done by its own staff,

MDRC arranged for the JOBSTART sites to be trained in recruitment and

motivation strategies by 70001 Ltd., a national youth employment organiza-

tion that works extensively With dropout youths, and periodically brought

staff from the sites together at oonferences to exchange knowledge and

ideas on operational strategies. JOBSTART staff have also developed their

own informal networks of information exchange. For example, Allentown

staff frOm BUffald ViSited center for Employment Training staff in San

Jose; the BaSid Skillb Adadeby in NeW nek City helped train CREC staff in

!Lartford on oomputer-assiSted cUrridUlUM procedures; and staff from the

Fhoenix Job Corps site ViSited the CorpuS Chriati SER site to get advice on

recruitment strategies.

2; 112e_SDALlazuteatim

For JTPA officials, JOBSTART offered many Of the Same attractions. In

general, they wanted better answers t0 questiOnS about the Most effectiVe

ways serve dropouts and youths who are poor readers, talc! Staight the

national recognition that participation in the demonstration would bring.



Local JTPA staffs were most supportive of JOBSTART when there was a

pre-existing commitment to target services to dropouts or yOUths, or a

special interest in linking basic education with skills training. Three

SDAsi discussed below, became involved in JOBSTART teoause Of a growing

zoncern about the high proportion of JTPA applicants and enrolletS who were

deficient in basic skills. In these SDAs, officials saw JOBSTART not just

as a special program for teenage dropouts, but as a general strategy that

has application to a much broader spectrum of the JTPA-eligible population.

In Corpus Christi, JTPA officials had endorsed the JOBSTART concept

evenobefore they were approached abeut the demonstration. SDA statistics

In program year 1984 indicated that about two-thirds of JTPA applicants

tested were reuding below the sixth-grade level, whether or not they had a

high school diploma. The serious job placement and retention prOblema that

resulted led the PIC to develop an RFP for a program to provide basio

education, occupational skills training, and intensive support services for

Mel school dropouts and high school graduates who were performing poorly.

The training vendor who was awarded the funda bedame the JOBSTART operator

after Supplemental state funding was arranged;

In the SDA for Hartford, Connecticut, JOD.AART Was also endorsed as

part of A larger drive to refocus JTPA training to provide instruction in

baSid edUcation. Key officials on t'-e PIC ;= the polidy arm of the local

JTPA systeth had long-standing concerns about the provision of services

to high=riak youth . These concerns were reinfOrded by growing evidence

that JTPA enrollees' deficiencies in basic skills Were Undermining training

effort-6 in the advanced technology industrieS that Were a staple of the

local economy. Once the JOBSTART model had been developed at CREC, staff
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at the HartfOrd Employment Resource DevelopmenT, AgE:ey (ERDA) the

adMinistrative entity for JTPA -- also became interesLec, in the program.

BelieVing that JOBSTART can serve as a model in develtog a "feeder"

system of basic edUcatiOn courses into skills training, ERE% staff have

designed a new system of payment and performance standards to facilitate

the JCBSTART iMplemezon.

Similarly, the Mayor's Office of Employment and Training in Chicago

became interested in JOBSTART out of concern about basic skills

deficiencies of both youth and adult enrollees and the failure of JTPA

contractors to address this problem: 1985 statistics indicated that

one=third of the JTPA enrollees lacked the basic skills that employers

considered critical for entry-level jobs. To push training vendors to do

more in program year 1986, all JTPA contractors must show how they plan to

address educational deficiencies in their programs when they apply for

funds. Staff regard JOBSTART as an opportunity to test the strategy of

coupling basic education directly with skills training.

In other SDAs, JOBSTART has gained importance as a specialized program

to help young dropouts rather than as a more general approach to linking

basic education and skills training. The opportunity to operate the demon-

stration in school-based sites was a key factor in the commitment of funds

in therie areas, because the: involvement of the local school system is seen

as critical to the devt'opment of an approach to fight the dropout problem.

In Denver, for example, JOBSTART is being funded as part of a state-wide

political initiative to improve dropout prevention and dropout reclamation

strategies in the public school system. In Pittsburgh, JOBSTART represents

the collaborative efforts of a local business intermediary group (the

0-
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Allegheny Conference on Community Development), the JTPA system and the

public school system to address the dropout problem. In Los Angeles, the

availability of local 8 percent funding for JOBSTART was contingent upon

the involvement of the school system in the project. The implementation of

JOBSTART at this Site we:4 also seen as an opportunity to test the neW youth

employment competency system which had been developed by the PIC in

conjunction with the local Schddl System.

JTPA staffs in other SDAS are willing to support contractorS1

participation in JOBSTART, bUt haVe raised concerns about the demonstra;-

tion's probable effects on coSta, performance and youth enrollMent levels.

In contrast to the JTPA Staffa cited above, they have been less adtive in

the development or implementation JOBSTART at the demonstration Site8.

3. The State Perspective

The emphasis in JOBSTART on domhining basic education and Skilla

training made the state 8 perdent set-aside a natural source of funds fOr

JOBSTART sites. In adultion, the earmarking of 8 percent set-aside fundS

for JOBSTART at the state level generally reflected a commitment to funding.

innovative programs or to improving SerVices for high-risk groups, includ

ing dropouts. The demonstration nature of the project with its strong

reSearch ommponent was another compelling reaSon for many states to fund

JCBSTART.

Stahly Technical College in Albewarle, North Carolina was awarded

$91,000 from the state 8.percent netside thrOugh an RFP process run by

the State Division of Community College-- the only award made under the

Category reserved for prograr innovation. JOBSTART was favorably viewed

given the state's interest in developing competency-based training
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programs, providing pre-GED training for youths under the age of 21, al'Ad

encouraging community colleges to work with a younger clientele.

In Denver, the Governor's J b Trainine Office was the catalyst behind

the JOBSTART demonstration. Dropouts have been a policy priority at the

state level in Colorado for several years. In late 1984, the governor

convened a special task force to study the problem; the following year, the

state legislature enacted educational reform legislation tht.t specifically

addressed the issue. To help implement the legislation, a portion of the

governor's 8 percent set-aside was reserved to fund dropout prevention and

reclamation projects: $50,000 was awarded to JOBSTART. As in North

Carolina, the state views JOBSTART as providing an opportunity to help the

public school system develop effective strategies for attacking the dropout

problem and to facilitate the implementation of competency-based training

systems.

Tho two JOBSTART sites in New York (Allentown and the Basic Skills

Academy) successfully competed for 8 percent funding through the State

Education and EmTaoyment Demonstrations (SEED) program. The awards were

for $66000 and $82,000, retpectively. The SEED program funds innovative

approaches to improve the education and employment of those most in need of

services, including at-risK youths and unemployed adults. The JOBSTART

.program was particularly . attractive given the state's emphasis on

Nnulti-service centers using the latest learning technologies to provide

out-of-school youths and adults with a wide-range of educational, training,

CounSdling, and placement services."3

In California, the $50,000 awarded Oy the State Job Training

Coordinating Couneil to each of two JOBSTART sites reflects the Council's
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interest in targeting funds to h_gh-risk youths. Concern about the special

employment problems faded by this group led the Council to Set up a Youth

Subcommittee in 1984. It WaS charged with preparing a report to delineate

the nature of the problem, review what was known about sucdeaSful atrate-

gies to combat it, and recelmend ways for the Council to addresa the ieaue

in setting state JTPA policy. The commitment of funds for JOBSTART was one

way of implementing those recommendations) which included targeting all

JTPA funds to high-risk groups, providing incentives to encourage more

intensive training, and developing better linkages of remedial education

with training.4

The Illinois Department of Commerce and Community Affairs was able to

provide $114,000 for the Chicago JOBSTART eite out of unexpended JTPA 8

percent carry-over money that came Under its jurisdiction. .Tbese funds,

whidh are traditionally used to support demonstrations, gather labor market

information and cover other adMinietratiVe nosts, represent a highly

fleXible source of funding for local programs.

In Texas, JOBSTART provides a way to reapcind to the emphasis in the

statels youth policy on program models for at-risk groum coordination

betWeen education and employment training, and the development of

competency-based training. JOBSTART is also viewed as a USefv1 complement

to tWo other youth initiatives funded by the state: an in-school dropout

prevention Program and a residential youth conservatiOn corps project'

State funding comes through the Texas Department of COMMunity Affairs from

the 20 perdeht of the 8 percent set-aside reserVed for coordination

effort starting in 1985, the remainder of the 8 perdent set-aside in

Texas ie allocated to SDAs to support programa targeting at-risk and
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'.v-d-to-serve youths; Staff at the Department of Community Affairs have

not only provided funds for JOBSTART, but also reviewed SDA plane ;;;Id Other

documents to identify existing programs that might serve as JCBSTART sites

and visited them with MDRC staff. The state has provided $128,000 to the

Corpus Christi site and $125,000 to the Dal1al,f eite.

4 Zaaaans_ISIZAcuiparliciaaragak

The JOBSTART sites and the SDAs and states that are funding them do

not, of course, represent the universe of program operators or JTPA

agencies that serve dropout youths or who are interested in doing so. Some

interested sites could not be coasidered for inclusion in the demonstration

because their service philosophy or program models could not be easily

adapted to conform to the JOBSTART guidelines. Still others were in areas

where the potential pool of JOBSTART enrollees was too small for the

research design. Others were unwilling to accept random assignment and the

requirement not to serve the control group. Two additional states were

Willing to commit funds to JOBSTART, but no interested or appropriate site

CoUld be identified, despite the joint efforts of state JTPA and !ORO

staffs;



CHAPTER 4

OVERVIEW OF THE JoBaTARL,Ima

This chapter presents an overview of the Site-6 in the JOBSTART

demonstration and explores challenges that they faded in implementing

JOBSTART. It first examines the types of agencie8 be organizations that

are operating JOBSTART and the variations in program strUCtUre omd content

across sites. Then it discusses the prior experience site6 belie had in

working with tbe target population and in providing the JOBSTART

components; Finally, e chapter examines the changes that sites htd tO

make in their usual operations for JOBSTART, and discusses hoW thib and

other factors affected program start-up.

A. Tvoes of Age n0i45-0-arati -,:ue--JOBSTART

Both educational and skillb training providers are responsible for ad-

ministering JOBSTART at demonstration sites. Table 4.1 shows that JOBSTART

is operated by schools at five bites and by community-based organizations

t seven; at four sites, JOBSTART is run as the non-residential component

of Job Corps Centers. The SdhocilbaSed sites include both community

colleges and secondary schools. In one case, JOBSTART is administered by a

community-based organization that is also accredited as an alternative

school program -- the CapitiOl Region Education Council (CREC) in Hartford,

Connecticut; Some of the organizations that operate JOBSTART are education

providers targeting youths and Others :re muIti-service skills centerS

offering basic education as part of their service mix.
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TABLE 4.1 [continued)

te Type Of Agency Target Population
Total_Annual

Enrellment
Planned Number of

JOBSTART Experimontals

I

JCBSTART Ere

as Perm
of Total Eni

:ramento Job Corps Non-masidentiat

component of Job Corps
LOA itiCome. unemployed

youth. 16-21
275 residential;

'20 nou-residentist
lor 25

I- Corpue Christi CB0 dropouts and Lon-func-

tioning high school

graduates

120 100

1- Rilwaukes C80 adults and in-rnd-out

of school youth. 16-21

450 100 20

nly Tech Community coLLogo ihdiiiduate 17 and

older
1200 100 10

SOURCE: Program records and ate? ihteriiiews.

NO71;i3s Percentages ere rounded to ths nebredt 5%.

b-
TwO thOutiehd stAents are enrolled at any point in time.
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All the sites are experienced program operttors with good performance

records and histories of institutional stability. Each has proven

adaptable to the changing policy environment as well as to the changing

labor market conditions in their local areas. All have established strong

reputations in their communities and had the support of the local JTPA

agency in embarking on the demonstration.

1.

The non-residential components of the four Job Corps Centers in

JOBSTART (Atlanta, Los Angeles, Phoenix and Sacramento) form a special

subset of the JOBSTART sltes for a number of reasons. First, ause they

are not part of the service delivery system funded under Title IIA of JTPA,

these sites are administered quite differently. Their funding comes from

the national Offide of the Job Corps, and three of the four are gverated by

private, forprofit corporations. Their administration is more closely

governed by federal regulations, and their serVices arc more Standardited

than at other jrmSTART siteS.

Sroclu, ..;:,cause these JOBSTART sites are attached to Job Corps

residential centers, enrollees have access to a much broader array of

services and facilities than at other JOBSTART SiteS. These inclUde the

opportunity to obtain on-site health care; to participate in team and

individual sports and to join "elective classes," such as arts and crafts

and drivers' education; Three meals a day are .raillble. In addAion,

compared to the oth r JOBSTART sites, the Job Corps sites offer more

financial assistance and incentive payments. Enrollees are paid a basic

allowance of $40 per month; which increases to $80 by the 8.jacth month of

enrollment. Corps members also receive clothing allowances during the
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first, third and sixth months of enrollment. In addition, etch Mcinth, $75

is placed in an "escrow" account set up for each trainee (WhiCh ia

forfeited by program departure before the end of six months). Within SIX

months, a Job Corps enrollee can be paid as much as $1,000, and the payment

adhedule increases thereafter. In Contrast, the needs-based paymenta

aVailabIe at most of the JOBSTART sitcs total between $650 and $860 over

six months; On17 SER in COrpub Chriati provides a total package equal to

Job Corp payments: its $8 per diem Payment wouId total $1,040 over 8iX

Months.

Third, because the JOBSTART prograb model was i6rgely based on the mix

Of SerVices already offered by Job Corps Centera, these sites had extensive

experience with all the JOBSTART componenta and With the target population;

they Oid not have to modify their programs in order to participate; Except

for the heed to recruit more youths and -orate random assignment,

operating JOBSTART was business as usuAl z'our Job Corps :enters.

B. Nariatiomsin Program Structure

AS required by the JOBSTART operating guidelines, all the JOBSTART

site8 are providing a minimum of 500 hOura of -classroom instruction in

occuratiOnal skills and 200 hours of basin education, a range of support

SerVice60 and job placement assistance. Within thead Parameters, however,

there ia considerable diversity across the Sitea in both the kinds of

servi068 that are offered and in the way in which Service delivery is

struCtUred.

As d.;.Seussed below, service delivery systems of the difiserent JOBSTART

sites vary addording to whether:
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the é& and v-aining components are offered concurrently
or in

all the :nd tra±n f.nE 7it)rvices are provided _by
program ai..zzf or eme are '')ro'irrsi from other service
providers;

ClaSSea are ope.lted on a fixed cycle or an opeo-
entry/open-exit basis; and

the dropout youths are combined in classes with older or more
educationally advanced students, or taught in separate
classes.

(Table 4.2 thOWS VariatiOna by site.)

It iS WOrth repeating that Sites were allowed to vary in these ways

because there waS nO good evidence to indicate that one approach was better

than another, and because it Wet alto recognized that all these approaches

are routinely utilited in the field. In this respect, the mixture of sites

in JOBF,ART is probably typical of the universe of such programs

nationwide.

However, the different strategies may have distinct strengths ?i,d

weaknesses. In the later implementation analysis of JOBSTAHT, it win.

helpful to consider how program structure affects: students' access to a

range of training oPtion8; the aVailability of training when students seek

it; the length of time stUdents spend Ii the program; and the ability of

students to absorb the course material and to bedome proficiAnt in the

skill area;

1= Concurrea versus $ecuential-Pregramming

The 12 sites that are not attached to the Job Corp Centers are evenly

divided into sequential and concurrent pi3Ograms With si'A: offering basic

education before skills training, and six potriding the tWo

simultaneously,1 The Job Corps sites all offer coneurrent programming,



TP8LE 4;2

SELECTED PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AT J OBSTART SITES

Sequence of
Components

in seq us nti at

Job Corps concurrent

sequanti at

concurrent

Comm One concurrent

concurrent

seqt.enti at

concurrent

concurrent

sequenti et

es Job Corps concurrent

ob Corps concurrent

o Job COrpe concurrent

3 Chri sti concurrent

*se seqw.nti at

sequenti at

Loco ti on of Typo Of Camputer-
PrOgrima Occupetii onat Asal mited Educati on Scheduled Li

Sehedule Trai ni ng System of Program

open entry/exi t

open entry/6 xi t

open antry/Oxi t

open entry/a xi t

fixed cycLe

fixed cycLe

open entry/exi t

open entry/exi t

open entry/exi t

open entry/exi t

open entrykixi t

open entry/exi t

open ene.ry/exi t

fixed uy cte

brOke rad

on-si te

brokered

on-si te

on-si te

on-si te

brokered

si te

on-si te

sn-ai Ls

on-oi te

on-ai to

on-si te

an- si to

opdh ntryA 1 t on 51 telbrokered

open OfitiVtai t on-si te

CCP

varied

CCP

none

ii066

CCCc

660

none

LOCI
d

'none

none

PLATO()

0003

7

7-8

4

5-13

8

a

8

8

(continued
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although some students need :additional instruction in basic eduCatiOn

before entering skills training COmponents. (See Table 4.3.)

The rationale for sequencing occupationa :1^a7tr:?, 'After edueatiejnal

instruction is the expectatiOn that -- as poorer readers JOBSTART youtha

Will need remedial work before they able to handle the written material

in a training curriculum. Anethero argument for this sequencing is that

proViding education prior to skillS training widens the range of available

training options. In contrast, a different school of thought argues that

offering the two components concurrently is preferable because it allows

instruotiOn in one area to reinforce the other. In addition, concurrent

training tay be more attractive to dropout youthe, many of whom have had

problems ih educational settings;

Concurrent and sequential approachea to programming present additional

advantages and diaadvantages. With concurrent programting0 Students are

scheduled to Spend six to eight hours per day in eleeees. A class day of

this length tight prove too intensive and result in higher attrition rates

than If studetta Spend fewer hours in class per day. In addition, staffs

at many sites with concurrent scheduling found it difficult to pIan

individual counseling sessions, tutorials, Or other SPecial events for the

JOBSTART yeutha. In some cases, students were taken oUt of vocational

training in Order to engage in these activities, making it evsn more

difficult for the youths to keep up with their wirk. On the Other hai-idi by

offering more Variety and greater opOortunity for StUdenta to experience

the connection between educatt:.onal advancement.and work, theSS Programs may

be more satiSfying than sequential programs and more et6ily interest the

youths in the JOBSTART Program.
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TABLE 4.3

ENTRY SCHEDULE AND SEQUENCE OF COMPONENTS
AT JDBSTART SITES

Sequence of Components

Entry Schedule Concurrent Sequential

Open Entry/Exit

Fixed CyCle

Atlanta Job Corps
CET
EGOS
East L.A. 7kiLls Center
Los Angel'3 Job Corps
Phoenix -,Zc') Corps

Sacrament, Job Corps

Allentown
BSA
CREC
El Centro
SER Milwaukee
Stanly Tech

Chicago vJmmons
ConnelL
SER Corpus Christi
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sitea fd'ie challenges of a somewhat different order. The

Major zIoncern at these Sites 1.6 whether they will be able te noVe students

successfully into Skint training. Two issues in partieUlar seem

pertinent: whether enrollees can be kept in the program lohg enough to

enable them to meet tht entry criteria for skills training and Whether the

start of skills training can be synchronized with the end of edudational

instruction; Major delays may result in attrition; In addition' although

training is generr!Ily lesv Aqtensive in the sequential sites -- involving

three to four hc t class per .5ay the total months spent in training

can be longer than at concurrent Sitea.

2. Drokertrig_Semigeg

Four of the sequential Sitea are eciucation providers that will

"broker" occupational training, that ia, supply it through outside training

Vendora rather than on their own.2 The Other t:-!, sequential sites, as well

aS all the concurrent sites, will neAre students from the education

component into their own on-site occupational skills coiw:as. None of the

sitea are using the cd/mational services -of Other agenAes. (One program

proposing this arrangement pursued the poSaibility of participating in the

demonatrationi but did not submit an applidatien.)

Sites that both broker occupational Skills training with outside

providers and offer

challenges:

after an edu- 'ferment face another set of

e Can the JOBSTART ;,perators ensure that a SUfficient number of
training 4lots will be avatiAble_at the time their students
complete the educational component?

Can they influence the quality_of training Or support services
of_outside vendors sufficiently to Conform to the JObSTART
model?
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Can they set up a_system_to_monitor the progress of JOBSTART
students _in a _brokered training component and provide
additional assistance _when needed? Will they be able to
supplement the support services provided by the training
vendor, if necessary?

.8 Will they assume responsibility for job placement if the
training vendor fails to do so?

3; Fixed Cycle versus Open=Entrv/Onen=Exit PrograMMing

Another key variable in the JOBSTART service design s whether the

components are scheduled on an open-entry/open-exit or a fixed cycle basis;

In an open-entry/open-exit system, students start training at any time and

move through the courses at their own pace rather than as part of a group;

in a fixed cycle schedule, students begin and end training at snecified

intervals. Three of the sites -- all providing concurrent training

(Chicago Commons, SER in Corpus Christi, and Connelley Skill Learning

Center) -- are operating both the educational and the occupational training

At these sites, both

Elsewhere, students

Occupational skills

components of JOBSTART on a fixed cycle basis.

components run only for a specified number of weeks.

can enter the educational classes et any time.

training, on the other hand, is more commonly offered with fixed starting

and ending dates. The Center for Employment Training (CET) in San Jose is

the only concurrent site where skills training is run on an

open-entry/open-exit basis.

An open-entry/exit approach seems particularly weII-suited for the

JOBSTART population because the youths may have a sporadic attendance

record and need additional time to complete the course material. Fixed

cycle courses on the other hand, are easier for administrators to schedule

and monitor. Moreover, open-ended training may be limited in duration in

7



Practice if funding constraints or -contractual obligations require students

to be terminated at the end of a funding period.

4. -"Mainstreaminct" the JOBSTARTS6rel1-eeS

The JOBSTART sites either "mainstream," that is, combine JOBSTART

students in Classes with other students == frequently adults, or enroll

theM in Separate classes; The choice reflects both logistical constraints

(Staffing and physical capacity) and philosophical eoMiditment. Staff at

site8 that haVe traditionally targeted services to an adult peOulation or

to yoUth greups with higher reading levels belieVe that their bourses are

equally abbeopeiate for youths and adults; further, they Caution against

stigmatiting JOBSTART students in any way. They also aegut that yoUtha

will be leee likely to engage in disruptive behavior, if they eee in Classes

with Older Students, and will benefit from having Mere terieUS atUdenta to

serve as role Mbdels. A few sites have separated the youthS feom adults in

the edUdatiOnal component for logistical reasons, but plan to mainstream

them in the Skills training courses.

kmong tht bites that have traditionally targeted their SerVidea to

youths, tUe (El Centro Community College in Dallas and AllentoWn in

Buffalb) plan to keep JOBSTART youths separate from their, Other youth

target groups in the edUcational component. Allentown has chosen to cetate

a distinct Cleat for JOBSTART enrollees in the first feu monthso peiteftly

because staff fear that mixing the JOBSTART youths with Other atUdenta =-

an ex=offender youth group -- might prove disruptive for JOBSTART

enrolletS. Staff Also want to create a sense of group identity etohg

JOBSTART StUdentai and feel that separate classes will help theta bend te

each other and tO the Staff. Other sites are attempting to create thiS
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sense of group identity by planning extracurricular aCtiVitieb.fer JOBSTART

yeUths (EGOS in Denver, CREC in Hartford, SER in corpus cheisti) oe

involving them in a peer recruitment effort (El Centro Community College in

Dallas).

C. Variations in Program Content

The demonstration sites also vary in the eligibility criteria as well

as in the types of services provided under the JOBSTART rubric. The key

variations are summarized below:

1. .11IglbilitY-Crilgrig

To ensure that JOBSTART services would be reserved for the more

diSadvantaged segments of the youth populatir, MDRC restricted eligibility

.to young.dropouts reading below the eighth-grade level; Most sites also

imposed a "floozy' generally a fifth-grade reading level, believing that

indiVidUala esading below that level would be unlikely to keep up with the

skilla teaihiag Curricula at concurrent sites or to reach the required

entry criteria for skills training in the time allowed at sequential sites.

Having recognized that this relatively harrow range of reading levels posed

problems for recruiters at the early-starting sitesi MDRC subsequently

allowed up to 20 percent of the random assignment sample at each site to be

composed of indiViduals who read between the eighth- and ninth-grade

levels.

2. ZIALULIUM
All the JOBSTART biteS provide educational instruction that is

self=paced, ihdividUaliZed and competency-based. The approach at Chicago

Commons and the Center for Employment Training in San Jose is somewhat
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unusual in that these sites focus on developing the specific educational

skills required in the studentS, chosen lines of work as opposed to the

basic skills and general knowledge usually emphasized in adult education or

GED preparation; CET; for example) encourages JOBSTART enrollees to

participate in special GED classes) but attendance is not mandatory.

As indicated in Table 4.2, educatienal inatructiOn 1.6

computer-assisted at the majority of the JOBSTART Sitet. About a quarter

of the sites use computer sequences as the primary instruction Mode;

elsewhere, computers are used for supplementary drill and practite, Or te

direct students and staff to appropriate sequences in a comprehensive

Curriculum.

3. Otcupational Skills Training

The kinds of training available to JOBSTART enrollees also vary by

Site. The smaller organizations, such as SER in Corpus Christi, provide a

much narrower range of options. However, many courses offered at large

institutions would not, in fact, be appropriate for JOBSTART enrollees

dither because they take more than a year or less than 500 hours to

complete, or because they demand credentials at entry that JOBSTART

enrollees do not have.

4. LinklurEducation and Training

A key issue in the implementation of JOBSTART is the degree to which

sites will be able to integrate the education and training components. A

number of sites seek to link them by creating ties with private sector

employers, s discussed below.

This integration may be easier where the components are offered con-

currently. As indicated above, Chicago Commons and the Center for
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EMpleyment Training address educational deficienoies in the context of

skills training classes. El Centro Community college takeS a similar

approach in a supplemental lab, available two hourS 6 Week, Where Staff

create math problem, or select reading materials that relate directly to

the students' occupational skills training areas. SER in coeoue Christi

takes the less common approach of hiring ihatruCtors qualified to teach

beth vocational and remedial education classes; JOBSTART Participants take

beth typee of classes from the same instructor;

TO link education and training, sequential sites plan to familiarize

students With available training options and entry criteria for Spedifid

fields or Vendors at the start of education classes.

5 . ASiapiattryigLa

BOth MDRC and the JOBSTART operators believe that building a ettiong

system of SUpport services for JOBSTART enrollees is critical tt the

succes8 Of the demonstration. Support services are needed to combat the

many situational problems that interfere with youths' ability te peeti=.

cipato in a lengthy training program, to increase the youths' motivation,

and to provide additional incentives for program participation.

Given the degree of economic disadvantage of the JOBSTART populatien

and the faCt that many enrollees have young children, the availability Of

financial support may be.a critical factor in recruiting and retaining

JOBSTART youths. However, the availability of financial assistance is

limited under JTPA. In addition to the Job Corps sites, already discussed,

eight JOBSTART sites are providing needs-based payments, ranging from a

weekly maximum of $25 to $40. These payments are generally linked to hour=

ly attendance. To provide additional incentives, three sites are Dffering
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special bonus payments for students with good attendance records or good

grades. (See Table 4.4 for a breakdown by site.)

Four of the sites -- or one-quarter of all sites in the demonstration

do not provide any financial assistance to JOBSTART enrollees; At some

sites, PIC policy prohibits such payments; at others, stiff are reluctant

to provide such assistance to JOBSTART enrollees if other students do not

receive it.

On-site capacity and staff experience in delivering support services

varied considerably across the sites at the start of the demonstration.

With one exception, the JOBSTART operators supply non-financiaI support

services themselves or direct students to appropriate social service

agencies. The exception is EGOS in Denver, where the SDA contracts with a

community-based organization to provide support services for all JTPA

enrollees. At EGOS, JOBSTART enrollees are also referred to this agency

for help with medical problems, day-care arrangements and other support

service needs.

6. 2,1=emgnagto1sitzff,i1n

The JOBSTART model emphasizes the importance of job development and

job placement assistance for JOBSTART enrollees. Most sites planned to do

their own placement. But in Corpus Christi, the JTPA agency that funds the

demonstration at SER subcontracted the placement responsibility to the

local employment service agency, the Texas Employment Commission. With the

exception of Allentown in Buffalo, placement activity at the JOBSTART sites

with brokered skills training is handled primarily by the training vendor.

Most sites develop on-going contacts between students and local

employers to facilitate placement. Employers come and speak with the

102



NEEDSBASED AND INCENTIVE PAYMENTS, BY JOBSTART SITE

Site
DectiptiOn Of Payments

Allentown

AtLnto Job Corpi

BSA

CET'

Chicago COMmOns

Conneliey

CREC

East L.A.

Et Centro

Los Angeles Job Corps

PhoeniX Job Corps

Sacramento Job Corp*

SERCorpue Christi

$1-2 per hour of ettandenceo ;Atli trensportation passes

$40 per month_ellowance increases to $80 at three
onthai $80 at SiX Menthe; merit raises can increase

the monthly allowance to $100 Oir month after six
months. Additional payments of $75 per month ere
accrued if on enrollee remains for at leist six
onth.; accrual allowance increases to $100 per month

after six monthe. Clothing allowance also paid.

$30 per week

NOns

$30 per week

$35 per week plus incentives: $50 for :kith month of
perfect ettendenco_and quarterly payments Of_.$50 for
an "A" everage,_$25 for a "8" end $10 for a "C"$ bUs
passes for initiel VII0 onths of program

Bus passes for duration Of progriii 3.37 per hour
dUr.ing aFt interim work experience coMpObent Imaxlmum
-- 15 hours par week); $30 per week needsbelied payment
during occupational training

Sus peaa for duration Of program, lunch money (up
te $2.85 per day)

one

$5 per day end a $5 beriUM for perfect attendance per
Week; bus passes fel, duration Of p7Ogrem

Seal Si Atlanta Job Corpa

Sams as Atlanta Jcib Corps

Ssoe me Atlanta Job Carps

$8 par day plus incentives: $45 for maintaining en
"A" average_throughout training, $25 for al "8"
average; $20_fer AfiCh_raidin0 grade level increase;
$20 for passing proBED test; $40 for passing BED

SEAMilwaukaa None

Stenty Tech $30 pr_Wiek if the student hes dependant child;
017-2 per day for traneporstion

SOURCE: ProCrem records end staff intervieva.
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classes, and students visit workplaces. The Connelley Skill Learning

Center developed and El Centro Community College plans to develop a

mentoring component in which local employers serve as advisors for students

on an individualized basis. CREC in Hartford initiated an intern component

to give JOBSTART students work experience before their training begins.

Other sites, such as Chicago Commons, elicit strong private sector involve-

ment in the design and development of training curricula. Most sites also

include a "work maturity" or "world of work" component as part of their

training.

D. Adsutig_na_Faatata_Arsigling_impigigntglikti

Besides such factors as the type of agency opeeating JOBSTART, imple-

mentation of the program model is likely te be affeeted by Sitee

experience in serving the target group and in offering the JOBSTART

components as well as by the place of the JOBSTART program in the overall

activities at the sites;

1. Prior Experience Serving the Target GrOUp

In addition to the sites attached to Job CorpS Centers, half 0f the

JOBSTART sites have historically had a special foeus Oh seeving veey

disadvantaged youths with multiple barriers to employment. They have

specifically targeted their services and structured their prograts to

address the special needs of this youth population; These sites include

the four community-based organizat ns which arc also educatiOn centees

(Allentown in Buffalo, the Basic Skills Academy in New York City, CREC in

Hartford and WIwaukee's SER program), as well as two of the school--based
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skills centers (East Los Angeles and El Centro in Dallas). (See Table

4.5.) kth the exception bf East Los Angeles and El Centro- however, these

sites lack experience in coMbining edueation with skills training to the

degree required in JOBSTART.

The other JOBSTART Sitea CET in San Jose, Chicago Commons, the

Connelley Skill Learning Centert the EGOS program, SER in Corpus Christi,

and Stanly Technic:al College in North Carolina -- have traditionally

offered the JOBSTART mix of services; These siteS, hOWeVer, had developed

their, programs for, and directed most of their service8 te, adult learners,

althOUgh a substantial proportion of their enrollees have Usually been

under, 21.

The inclusion of sites experienced in providing both baSio edUdation

and vocational skills training for older learners - tany bf whom are

individuals with higher literacy levels than the JOBSTART target OOPUlatiOn

has both advantages and disadvantages. On the On6 hahdi it siiggeata

that sites will encounter more start-up problems and maY OXPeriehee SOMe

diffiddltios in making the necessary adaptations. On the other hand, it

giVes HDRC the opportunity to learn more about how existing training

prOgrats can be adapted to serve a younger and more educationally dia--=

adVantaged population. This issue has considerable policy relevande in

pakit be-cause many service delivery areas in the JTPA network systetatiOally

place youths into classroom training courses developed fot adUlta. In

addition, many JTPA agencies are requiring contractors to indreabe the

p&opoption of yoUtha that they enroll in these programs.

Three iSSUeb are of particular concern in the implementation Of

JOBSTART at bites that have worked with an older population: whether staff
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TABLE 4.5

PROGRAM ORIENTATION AND PRIOR EXPERIENCE WITH JPBSTART COMPONENTS
AT JOBSTART SITES

Program Orientation

Prior Experience With-Jobatert Components

Experience with-Both Skills
Training and Education

Limited Experience
With Ski_lls Tralaing

Youth Oriented Programs Atlanta Job Corps
East L.A.
EL:_Centro
Los Angeles Job Corps
Phoenix Job Corps
Sacramento Job_Corp.s

tor

Allentown
BSA
CREC
SER Milwaukee

Adult Oriented Programs CET
Chicago Commons
ConneLtay
EGOS
SER 7 Corpus Christi
Stanly Tech
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will be receptive to the extra demands posed by working with younger

learners and poorer readers; whether staff will be able to deal with tcle

youths' situational problems and motivate them sufficiently to stay in the

Program; and whether youths with lower read±ng skills will be able to keep

up with the course work in Programs not geared toward this age range or

reading level;

The problems entailed ill adapting Prograes to a younger and less

educated population may be less acute at Sites where instruction is

organized on an open-entry/open=exit basis -.;;; that 36 where students can

move at their owa pace and are not reqUired to complete the coursework

within a set period of time. The Sequencing of the basic education

component before occupational skills training May alb(' make adaptation to

'the JOBSTART target group easier Since eduCational deficiencies can be

addressed in the first component.

Early evidence suggests that the sites operating prOgratb originally

developed for older groups primarily attempted td ACCOMMOdate the younger

JOBSTART population by enriching their support SerVidea (offering more

counseling and day care and; to a lesser extent, finandial assistance), and

supplementing the regular curriculum With tUtOriala and other educational

assistancei rather than by altering ourrioula Or dourae structure. In part,

this response was determined by the limitation8 on finandial resources and

time: even had they wanted to change their program more fundamentally,

staff lacked the resources.

In part, however, modifications at the Sites also reflected the

training philosophy that had that if the workplace did not distinguish

between youths and adults, neither should training programs. At some
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sites, staffs feit strongly that youths should be held to the same

standards as adults. For example, at Chicago Commons -- a community-based

organization that offers intensive training and has a strong reputation in

the employer community -- staff did not want to make the program less

demanding and argued that employers might perceive the changed classes as

"baby" courses for youths. Instead, staff believed that extra support and .

additional individual assistance would serve to fill the learning and

behavioral gaps.

A later report will explore the implementation of JOBSTART at sites

with limited experience in serving highly disadVantaged Youths. The

following questions raise important implementation iSsues:

Is the_training currieulum and program structure appropriate
for a_ less matUre popUlation reading below the eighth grade
level?

Should_there_be special treatment for youths, or should they
be held tO the same standards of behavior and achievement as
adultS?

Is _supplemental_ assistance necessary to help poor readers
perform_adequately in the skilla training courses? What forms
of assistance _appear to work best? How can they be
incorporated into the program?

Can extra support_services be built into the system? Ara they
effective in helping to increase program retention?

Does retention appear to be_a greater problem in these sites
than in ones that traditionally target yoUths or specialize in
dealing with very disadvantaged youthS?

Does the addition of _a su'Jstantial_proportion of youths into
adult programs create a_ disruptive_influence on other
students? How does it affeot the allocation of rebOurcea
within the sits?

2. _P_r_ tor Experienos with the ZOBSTA-R-TContobiltnkA

The JOBSTART sites differ in their prior experience in prioviding the
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dOMbination of services mandated in the JOBSTART model; As indicated

earlier, four of the community-based organizations (Allentown, the Basic

Skint Academy, CREC in Hartford, and Milwaukee SER) are essentially

edUdation providers, and generally do not offer on=site skills training for

JOBSTART enrollees. Although all of these sit48 had placed some of their

prior education enrollees in skills training classes with local vendors,

the number was small and the process did not entail the same kind of

intensive oversight and follow-up that the JOBSTART program requires. To

implement JOBSTART at intended, these sites have had to take on new

responsibilities: to develop new arrangements with their local training

providers to broker Skillb training for their JOBSTART enrollees; to find

ways to integrate their education components more fully with skills

training; and to eStablith new procedures for monitoring the progress of

students through training and placement into jobs.

The other JOBSTART Site6 are all experienced in providing both educe-

tion and skills tpaiaiagt altheUgh many dre operating the educational

component of JOBSTART With a redently purchased computerized system.

3. -.6x,ir ri../:"14A %EMU t lc/ 111

Another issue likely to affect JOBSTART implementation is the extent

to which the program is the major activity at the site. At Corpus Christi

SER and the non-residential components of the Job Corps Centers, JOBSTART

is the only program offered. All of the other sites are running a variety

of programs and services in addition to JOBSTART. JOBSTART enrollees

represent only about one=quarter or one=fifth of the planned annual

enrollment at most sites; at a few, the planned ratio is as low as

one-tenth or one=tventieth of all enrolleet. (See Table 4.1.) Where it is
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part of a broad array of programs offered, JOBSTART == and its participants

-- may receive less attention from administrators and teachers* who have

competing demands on their z-f..mea However, if JOBSTART is considered a

special project at a site, it could nevertheless receive attention,

especially if staff are assigned exclusively to it and relieved of other

duties.

E. LIAttatiasuel

Because they lacked extensive experience with the target population or

with the mix of JOBSTART services* many of the JOBSTART sites faced substan-

tial challenges as the demonstration got underwaya The most extensive

nodifications were required at the ites that had not previously offered

Skills training on-site* and those that had both served an older population

than the JOBSTART target group and operated fixed cycle, concurrent

programsa The type and extent of changes were limited by financial and

timing constraintsa

1. -Ptibkram-and-Staffing Hrodiflcations

The principal modifications made for the JOBSTART demonstration are

described below:

The Sites all hired new staff or designated current

staff to serve as coordinators for the JOBSTART programa These staff

members are gen^rally responsible for making sure that all the components

Of the demonstration are offered and form a well-integrated program, for

tracking the progress of individual students and for advocating for the

program when necessary. Hest sites also created a position to oversee the

collection and reporting of data required for the research evaluation' In
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addition; some sites hired new staff to serve as recruiters, counselors and

part-time instructors;

All the JOBSTART operators developed plans tb

eXpand and intensify their recruitment efforts in Order tO teat the

enr011tent goals; In some cases (Milwaukee SER, El Centro, stanly

Tedhilidal College and EGOS), sites were required to move beyond their prior

relianCe Oh referrals from other agencies or word-of-mouth tO fill their

classes. Moat sites need additional staff members to carry out the plans.

Three JOBSTART cperatora negotiated new arrangements with the local JTPA

agency about responsibility for recruitment. In Pittsburgh and Corpus

Christi; for example, JTPA staff recognizing the difficulties of

recruiting dedpbUt youth6 NO IND played a more active role in recruiting for

JOBSTART than foti other programs. In Milwaukee; in contrast; where

outreach and intake were centralized and operated by a nonprofit

corporation; the JOBSTART operator took on new responsibility in

recruiting. (RedrUitMent procedures and early patterns of enrollment are

diaaUssed in chapier 6 bi thib repOrti)

Supoor-tSetVidet. JOBSTART sites both intensified and expanded

the service delivery bf suppoet services by hiring new staff or reassigning

current staff to take On dOUnseling responsibilities. Some also planned to

develop mote On-Site dal:id-city to deal with a broad array of social

problems; rather than Simply to refer youths to social service agencies;

Others worked td expand their referral network and follow-up procedures;

and played a more actiVe role in COOrdinating service delivery with other

agencies; Two (Connelley Skill Learning Center and Corpus Christi SER)

developed financial incentive Syatemt to reWard Students for attendance or
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performance; another (El Centro in Dallas) won approval from the local JTPA

3ency to make needs-based payments available to students for the first

time;

IsbarattJan. Although the JOBSTART sites had systems for offering

basic education in place before they joined the JOBSTART demonstration,

most augmented their educational components. CREC in Hartford, Corpus

Christi SER, Stanly Technical College, Milwaukee SER, EGOS in Denver and

Connelley Skill Learning Center were all using computer-assisted

instruction systems which had been installed shortly before the

demonstration began. Other sites had used these systems for some time. El

Centro Community College opened an additional learning center utilizing a

muIti-media, competency=based curriculum. JOBSTART funding was sufficient

to allow the East Los Angeles Skills Canter to develop a learning center

that will serve as a model for other Los Angeles Adult Occupational Skills

Training Centers. Chicago Commons hired additional educational staff and

instituted a two-hour per day compensatory education class for JOBSTART

enrollees. CET in San Jose hired a GED and basic skills tutor to work

directly with JOBSTART youths to raise their academic competency levels.

Other sites organized staff or other students to protide tutoring on

an as-needed basis; A number of sites also lengthened the training time in

their education component to meet the 200-hour minimum imposed in the

JOBSTART model.

=Ding. The most extensive change at the JOBSTART sites was the

brokering and integration of skills training in programs that did not offer

this component on-site. In other sites, the training curricula already in

place met the JOBSTART specifications, although sOme courses were not
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appropriate for JOBSTART enrollees because they required less than 500

hours of instruction. Only one site (Stanly Technical College) attempted

to deVelo0 a new training course specifically for JOBSTART.

2. The-Start-up Process

In order to minimize start-up effects in JOBSTART, MDRC alloWed an

extended planning and development phade. Nevertheless, sit3s continued tO

make minor changes in program structure and servic.e delivery in response to

unfOreSeen event6 during the early months of the demonstration;

Early implementation at some sites was further complicated by deVelop-=

MentS Within the operating agency. Three of the 12 sites not attaohed tO

Job Corp Centers -- CREC in Hartford, the Basic Skills Academy in NeW York

City and Milwaukee SER, all community-based organizations == relocated

their training centers shortly before or shortly after the start Of

JOBSTART random assignment. In addition, a few of the community=based

organizations were experiencing severe financial difficultieS dUring the

early monthd of JOBSTART implementation. Substantial cuts in funding at

CET in San Jose, for example, led to major staff layoffs and frequent

reassignMent of the remaining staff, resulting in substantial turnover in

the personnel responsible for JOBSTART. During its JOBSTART pilot phase,

the Basie Skillb Academy severed its connection with the parent

organizatiOn in Which it had been housed for six years altered its funding

base, and relocated to another section of New York City. These

develOpMentS extended the start-up phase at these sites, thus shortening

the period during whiCh the fully developed JOBSTART model could be

observed;

-82=

113



CHAPTER 5

JTPA-POLICIES-AT-THE LOCAL LEVEL
AND:114PLEMENIATION OP JOBSTARI

One of the key Oestions raised about the employment and training

system impleMented Under the Job Training Partnership Act is its ability to

serve the neede Of the more disadvantaged members of the eligible popula-

tion; Concern has fodUsed On Whether the high-placement, low-cost emphasis

of the performancebased system encourages teaining Vendors to ',Cream!' --

that is, to work with the most employable applicants, Who are most likely

to obtain jobs on their own. As a tvaining peOgeam operated with JTPA

funds and targeted to a group which i8 young and Widely recognized as very

hard-to-employ, JOBSTART cah serve as a teat of the ways in 01.01 JTPA

policies and practices hinder, oe facilitate Service delivery both to youths

in general, and to more disadvantaged youths* in pteticular. Thus* the

JOBSTART demonstration provides a ',gee oppoetUnity to understand the Bork-
,'

ings of the JTPA system through the prism Of a single program, taking

account of the operators' point of view as Well AS the perapeetive of local

JTPA officials.

Building on the more general discussion of JOBSTART end the JTPA

system in Chapter 2, this chapter focuses on hou local JTPA agencies have

responded to JOBSTART. It begins with a diadua8iön Of youth policies in

the SDAs where JOBSTART sites are located. It goes oh to examine how

flexible JTPA officials have been in adjusting their funding policies,

performance standards and contracting procedures to facilitate JCBSTART's

implementation. Finally, the chapter discusses the effeet thead measures

are likely to have on JOBSTART operations;
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A. Youth--Polioit in theJOBSTAIT SDAs

MDRC's interviews with JOBSTART operators and JTPA staffs in the SDAS

reveal many of the trends reported in early implementation reports on JTPA

discussed in Chapter 2: problems in meeting the required 40 percent expendi=

ture level and a pattern of mainstreaming youths into adult courses rather

than targeting resources to programs oriented to youtas. In addition, the

interviews suggest that practices common in these SDAs for translating JTPA

performance standards into funding contracts may constrain SerVice deliveey

to the yOUth;population in these ar,as;

The reqUired expenditure levels of Title IIA funds for yOUth8 in

program year. 1985 varied considerably across the SDAs in the JOBSTART

demonStration, ranging from a low of 31 percent in a rural North CarOlint

SDA to a high Of 46 percent in Dallas, Texas; These variations reflect

state=approved adjustments to the 40 percent rate stipulated in the laW,

based on characteristics of the local JTPA-eiigible population; Only four

of the WAS Were 41lowed to spend less than 40 percent of their Title IIA

allocation on youths. (See Table 5;1 for a breakdown;) One third did not

meet the required expenditure standard in program year 1985; most had

experienced difficulty in meeting the standard in prior years; In addition,

in only three of the SDAS in the JOBSTART sample did the proportion of the

Title IIA allocation spent on youths exceed the proportion of youths in the

total enrollment.

Most of the SDAs funded some programs or contractors to serve youths

specifically, but not at a level suffiCient to meet the youth expenditure

requirement; Frequently, these were relatively smaII-scale versions of
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TABLE 5.1

SDA YOUIH ESPENDITURE MD ENROLLMENT

LeaLs IN PROGRAM YEAR 1985, BY JOBSTMT SITE

Si te Nam of SDA

Reg ui red
Youth Exrnditura

Levet (S)

I
Actual

Youth Expenditure
Levet IS)

I
Percentage of Toti

I Enrollment Mho
Were Youth

ALLentoenb Buffet o/Chasktonega/ 38 38 40
Tonowanda Consortium

BSA New York City 36 42 37

CET Santa Clara County 44 52 52

Orlsago Commons City of Chicago 43 42 57

Cannel ley City of Pittsburgh 30 34 45

ITIEC Hartford 42 39 43

East L.A. City of Loa Angeles 40 39 44

EGOS City and County of
Denver 40 45 38

El COntiO City of Dallas 48 53 54

SEA Corpus Christi City of Corpus Christi/
,

Nueces County 44 51 44

SER Milwaukee Milwaukee County a 39 42

Stanly Te7.11 Centreline 31 48 49

Wourea Staff Interviews.

Notes: °The JTPA ctatuts requires EWA. to spend a minima of 40% of their Titl IIA allocation on
youth. The standard may be adjusted c%pending upon the ratio of youth to adults in the local JTPA-sligible
population. Numbers expressed as percent of Title IIA allocation for the period from July 1, 1996 through Jul
30, 1985;

These are combined date for prograu years 1984 and 1955.
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youth programs defined as exemplary in the JTPA legislation; on-the=job

training; direct placement services; remedial education; or programs for a

very specie ized segment of the youth population such as ex-offenders or

the mentally retarded. The SDAs planned to meet the rest of the required

expenditures by combining youths into courses with adults. Significantly,

none of the SDAs reported funding separate cIaEsroom skills training pro-

grams for youths, but looked to their contractors to serve them in programs

that also served adults. Thus, under pressure to increase their youth

expenditures, SDAs augmented somewhat their funding of projects for youths

only, but the primary strategy was to require contractors to make sure that

from 40 to 50 percent of their enrollees were youths.

Although most aspects of performance in JTPA -- such as the entered

employment rates, positive termination rates, competency attainments and

placement wages -- were closely tied to financial incentives, the youth

enrollment targets generally were not. Thus, although contractors were

paid for reaching a total enrcillment goal, they were not paid for reaching

a required level of youth enrollment.

Other policies common in the JOBSTART SDAs also appeared to discourage

serving youths; For example, although the federal performance standards

clearly differentiate between expected outcomes for adults and youths, as

explained in Chapter 2, spit contracting poliCiet dci not always reflect that

difference. In skills training courses, in particular, even when contrac-

tors were required to nerve both youths and adulta, Performande-based

contracts made no distinction in outcomes or payment between the two groups

of enrollees. A single overall placement goal was frequently set for the

programs.1
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In addition, contracts for skills training courses rarely specified

PoSitive termination rates for youths, thus making job placement the sole

Criterion of success. Contractors providing eduaation were also required

to meet placement goals. Further, as discussed in Chapter 2, the placement

and poSitiVe terMinetion goals specified in JTPA contracts were almost

alWays higher tLan the standurds required for the SDA- putting even greater

pressure on operators serving any sizable proportion of youths; As a

result, many contractors were reluctant to enroll a lette peopoetion Of

youths, and contested the SIDA'S atteMpta tO indreaSe their youth

enrollments.

In general, JTPA staff in the JOBSTART SDAS Said that they varied the

performance standards on placement or positive tertination by t:ie type of

program activity, rather then by the type of population served. Thus, SDAs

would require a standard placement rate fOr all on-the-job training

programs, another for classroom training, another for direct placement

attivitiest and another for education programs. Foe peogeieme targeted tb

particulaely difficult-to-serve populations, suCh at mentellY retarded

individuals or ex-offender youths, some variation tight be allowed on the

training cost, length Of retention required rot" a pladetentp nutber Of

hours of work, or average wage. However, variation was rare in placemert

or positive termination rates.

B. aBBIARLIng_thg_LigigalaTE/Layitem

thS PrevioUi Seetion indicates inai a number of the diStinctiOnS Made

between youth and adult services in the JTPA legislation are not necessar

ily being carried out at the local level. This raises a number of issues
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pertinent to the implementation of JOBSTART, among them: whether the

funding and Contracting policies in the SDAs wbUld proVide incentives -- or

alternatively, create disincentives == foe program operators to run an

intensive training program for a hard=t0=Serve group, and whether these

policies would serve to constrain or facilitate JOBSTART service delivery

once the demonstration was underway; A related question is whether SDAs

would be Willing to adjust thcir policies to accommodate the speCial needs

of the JOBSTART popUlation.

As discussed in Chapter 3, state and local JTPA agentieS Were willing

o provide flinds to contractors or to allow funds to be used -- for

JOBSTART operations. In assessing the responsiveness of the JTPA system,

however, it is necessary to consider factors other than the availability of

funding. These include restrictions on the use of

policies, the availabilitY of support services and

perforMance standards are tied to financial rewards

interaction between thead factors is critical to

responsiveness of the system to JOBSTART operations.

1; FundinkSburces-and-liesttletions on Their Use

As discussed earlier, the JTPA system -- in providing the bulk Of

fundS, contracting

the way in which

or penalties. The

understanding the

JOBSTART operating funds (see Table 3.2) -- primarily used 78 percent money

allocated to the SUS, although four SDAs used locally-controlled funda

from governors' 8 percent set-asides for educational linkages; All but one

site is also receiving funda feom the state-controIled portion of the 8

percent set-aside.

The 8 percent education Set=aside proved a particularly valuable

source of funding because it it not necessarily subject to the same 70/30
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training/support services and administrative cost re:!trictions as 78

percent fundsi or the same performance standards. Thus, sites used th 8

percent set-asides to pay for salaries, support services and additional

equipment, expenditures that -- if paid for with 78 percent funds -- would

have reportedly raised JOBSTART operators, cost per poSitiVe terinination

and entered employment outcomes tO unacceptably high levels. The 8 percent

money was not always flexible enough, however. State policy in one

JOBSTART location prohibited its use for expenditureS that were contrary to

normal PIC policy and required that no more than 10 per0Snt Of the fUnda be

used to pay administrative costs.

In gemral, JOBSTART operators reported that the funds available from

local SDAs were inadequate to meet the costs of enriching or expanding

program components or hiring additional JOBSTART staff, and that additional

sources of funding were needed to implement the program model as intended.

A few sites, notably Corpus Christi SER and the East Los Angeles Skill

Center, were relatively well-funded from looal JTPA seutces, reflecting a

recognition on the part of these local JTPA staffs that programs for the

JOBSTART target group were necessarily more intensive and expensive than

others.

Sites also looked to funding sources outside the JTPA system, such as

state education grants or private sector contributions; Schoolbased sites

had the advantage of being able to psy for at least some of the JOBSTART

costs (such as staff and equipment) with operating funds derived from the

school system. Overall, these sites were in a better position to provide

the 100 percent match required for 8 percent funding.

AdditiOnal resources also had to be found to finance activities or
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expenditures that were not allowable in the JTPA SyStem. Support services

were a pantieUlar problem for many sites. Incentive payments cannot be

financed Vith JTPA funds, and a number or the SDAS WhiCh did not normally

provide needs-based payments were unwilling to authorite thet for JOBSTART

enrollees;

These tiUltipIe funding sources created prOblems for the site

operators. The title spent seeking funding and ilaiting fOr.the money to be

allocated delayed the start-up of the demonstration in many lOtationa. In

addition, the neeetaity of juggling several different accounting tsibtetit

and meeting different sets of performance standards greatly comPliCated the

administrative teak-a of JOBSTART operators.

2. !attire- -Performa n c e Level s for JDWIARI

AS discusbed in Chapter 2, incentives built into the JTPA performance

standards systet Nab contractors to exceed their performance goals and

place a high pnoportion of their enrollees in jobs while keeping training

costs low. TO the ektent that such standards can he reached more readily

by working with datiertoemploy groups, they present disincentives Mir

serving more diSadVantaged individuals, such as those targeted it the

JOBSTART demonstnatibn.2 ReCognizing this, the U.S. Department of Labor

has issued a technical ASSiStance guide recommending that SDAs be flexible

in setting peformance goala foe programs that deal with difficult group8.

The guide identifiet the folleWing practices that can discourage program

operators from serving StiCh geodo AS the JOBSTART enrollees:3

Setting vendor goals higher than the level of expected perfor-
mance established for the SDA may create a disincentive for
serving those moat in need.

Setting all vendor &ale at the same level is not fair to
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those that target services to special, hard-to-serve groups;
For thia reason, passing en the SDA's standard uniformly to
all service providers is not recommended;

Vendors serving particularly disadvantaged groups legitimately
deserve more lenient contract goals.

Options are available to JTPA agencies seeking to encourage contrac-

tors to serve the harder-to-employ; They can allow higher cost standards,

letting vendors provide longer, more intensive, and thus more expensive

services. They can lower the minimum placement goal, recognizing that such

individuals face greater barriers to employment. In youth programs, they

can put more emphasit on positive terminations and less on placements,

permitting contractors to help enrollees make a transition from one type of

training program into another, as required in JOBSTART.

The presumption that young dropouts may have lower placement outcomes

than other groups is based on evidence that very disadvantaged individuals

in other programs have lower placement rates than those with more educa-

tion, less welfare dependency.or more job experience.4 This does not mean,

however, that such programs are ineffective with these groups. On the

contrary, research evidence suggests that employment programs have their

greatest impacts on groups that are more disadvantaged because such persons

are less likely to get jobs on their own without program assistance. Thus,

a program thtt produces high placement rates by working with a more

advantaged population, such as high sehool graduates, may be less effective

than a program that produces lower overall placements b t works with a

harder-to-employ group.

A few SDAs did adjust the performance goals in the contracts they

wrote for JOBSTART operators in recognition that they were working with a
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harder-to-serve population. In Los Angeles, beth the ehtered employment

and the positive termination rates set in the East LoS Angeles Skill

Center's JOBSTART contract were substantially loWer than the SDA standards

as a whole. (See Table 5.2.) Hartford eliminated a pladetent standard in

order to facilitate the transition of remedial edudatidh "graduateS" into

Skills training. Other SDAs, such as Chicago, adjusted their Coat Stan=

dards for the JOBSTART program, funding a more expensive prograth than Wea

usually the case.

In some SDAsi JOBSTART operators were asked to meet pia-dement or

pOSitive termination standards typical of wtat the SDA expented Of any

contractor that provided occupational training or education S6Ptrid68.

Indeedt in many cases, the JTPA contractors called for JOBSTART operators

to do better than the SDA standard. (See Table 5;2.) SDA staff Who did het

make adjustments for JOBSTART's more difficult population gave several

reasons for their reluctance. Some believed that by building additiontl

supports into the JOBSTART model and/or lengthening the duration 0f

training, the qUality of service was improved; therefore, they argued,

contractora doUld and should meet the higher placement goals.

Many SDA Sttff Also believed that imposing high standards was neces=

sary to ensure quality performance; they feared that lowering expectations

would result in a poorerproduct. Accepting a placement standard as an

apprOpriate measure of success, they felt that if an occupational training

contractor failed te place, for example, 75 percent of its training

graduttee, it was simply not doing a good job.

Still anether concern was that if JTPA staff offered special condi=

tions to JOBSTART operators, they would have to individualize more of their

-92-

1 3



TIM 5,2

FERFORMNiCE STROM IN LOCAL JTPA CONTRACTS, BY JCOSTMT SITE

Si ti

Soipi Of

Site Contract Type Of Contract

Entered Empl oyment Standard

Posi ti ve

Torsi nati on Stande rd

Cost Par

Posi tive Tarsi no ti on

Site Contract
1 a

SBA Site Contract se Site Contract a
'Contain° Multiple progres;

mul ti ple youth

service groups

Coat Reimburement 53% 3IS 85% 72% 12800 13825

BSA piLotb nate epitific liefortancrBased none 38% 70% 73 1101/01 14385

CETb AISTAT model 1 .

multiple service

gr cups

Performance-Based 84%d Adult 51%

Youth RS

77% 78% $3472 $4572

Chi ago brume JO3STIAT milli

multiple urvice

groups .

,hrf orienci-Bited 7t

.

Adult 53%

Youth 38%

85% 70% 14200-18E61 13483

b
COnnelley JSTKIT sped fic Cost ReimbUrsement none 34% none 63% none 15453

MEC° ASTAIT specc Performance-Baud none 55% 73%4% 75% 11944° 055

ast 1..A.0 JWST/NT Well Performance-Based 23% 43% W% 89% 071 ..,:

multiple youth

eery 1 ce groups

b
EICS J(ESTART specific Cost Reidureemant WA 41%47% 75% 75-94% none $198443812

---
(continued)



imiLt oox wont; nueo;

SI te

Scam of

Site Contract Type of Contract

Entered Employeent Standard

Pool tive

Temination Standard

Coat hr

Posi five Temi Rai on

I

Site Contract
.

SBA- ISite Datract SEA° Site Contract SBA°

b
B Centro Multiple progrie;

multiple service

groups

Cost Reiebursient 53% 55% 671 73% 12481 13128

SER - Corpus
b

JEISTMIT model;

multiple service

groups

Performencrened none
f

34% 75% 70% $3887 14930

SER - Milwaukee MUItipla preppie;

multiple service

groups

Cost Reimburiment 56 38%49% 74% 81%-71% 13437 1411)3449:10

Stogy Tethb Multi pii progrse;

multiple orrice

prograis

Cost Reisbusement 43% adult 51%

youth 18%

83% 83% none 14255

SINCE! Program recorei. JTPA contracts end staff interviis.

MOTES! aThe SOA standards refer to the performance stenards get by the state for the individual SM. All states but Colorado use the U.S.
Deportment of Labor regression midst to eglust the netiotiL standar&

b
The standards are for program year 19E6, when the JEDSTAIT demonetrati on began,

The standar& are for preppie, year 18M, when the ilk of the JGDSTNIT preppie' would be run.

dThe HA suggested a 07% placement rate for adults. and BM for youth. but CET preferred in overall rate of 04%.

5-
Represents per enrollee coat in a basic education progri. Additional funding was provided thrbugh non-JTPA contracts.

fPlecient
is the responsibility of the Texas Employment Commission.
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contracts; SDA OffiCiala did not Want to open the door to a flood of

special requests;

Some SDA staff felt that their contracting policies with the JOBSTART

operator already refiected the fact that they served a difficult popula-

tion; For example, Milwaukec divided contractors into three categories

according to the difficulty Of the population that they usually served;

when grants were awarded, contractOrs competed within their category,

rather than on a city-wide basis; As explained in the next section. some

SDAs were willing to vary the type of contract, permitting CoSt-reimbutSe

ment contracts rather than performance-based ones.

3 Contracting Policies

Pressures created by JTPA cost restrictions and performance standards

couId be eased or exacerbated by the contracting policies in each SDA. TOO

issues were particularly critical: whether the JOBSTART contract was

written on a performance or a cost-reimbursement basis and whether it was

written specifically for JOBSTART or included other service programs and

target populations at the sites.

In a performance-based contract, training vendors are paid a fixed

unit cost for training a specified number of indiVidual8. Payments are

only made, however, for individuals who reach spedified benchmarks, the

most important of which are placement in a training=4,clatcd job and

positive termination;5 Performance-based contracts provide fUnding

bility for both SDAs and contractors since they allow all prOgrat costs,

including support service and administrative costs, to be billed under the

70 percent "training" category; In contrast, cost-reimbursement contracts

cover actual costs up to a maximum, and payments are not tied directly to
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specific outcomes. Under cost-reimbursement contracts, support services

and administrative costs are counted in the 30 percent category.

From the contractors' point of view, however, performance-based

contracts present a potential problem: vendors can lose money if they fail

to meet the performance standards specified in the contract. In addition,

since little money is provided at the start of the program -- and a varying

proportion is withheld until a completion, placement or positive termina-

tion is documented -- contractors may be under pressure to move trainees

quickly through the program and into jobs. Smaller organizations are

particularly likely to experience a cash flow problem and may require other

sources c income to cover costs in the early months of training.

Performance-based contracts are reported to pose particular hardships
.

for community=based organizations, which usually have fewer capital

reserves to draw on than other types of organizations, and less access to

other operating funds. Public schools, which have an assured income based

on average attendance rates, are in a better position to cover expenses if

contract funds are delayed. However, they are less likely to be tolerant

of the performance standards that 'I'M imposes on its training vendors.

Although the community-based organizations in the JOBSTAHT demonstration

had adjusted to the special COnditions of performance-based contracting,

school-based programs expressed serious reservations about them, and

indicated that they would refuSe funda eatnee than operate certain programs

under performance-based contracts.

Many of the SDAS in the JOBSTART demonstration were flexible in their

choice of performance=based cr cost-reimbursement contracts, using differ-

ent approaches with different types of service providers or for different
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types of programs. Overall, half of the JOBSTART vendors are operating

their programs under performance-based contracts, while half are operating

on a cost-reimbursement basis. (See Table 5.2.) In two cases (Denver and

Pittsburgh), SDAs made a special exception for the JOBSTART provider,

writing a cost-reimbursement contract for the demonstration program, When

all other SDA contracts are performance-based. In other site6 where

JOBSTART is operated under a cost-reimbursement contract, the SDAS are

following their standard policy. Thus, the JTPA agencies in Dallas and

Centralinai North Carolina normally write cost-reimbursement contracts for

schools; JTPA in Milwaukee does so for all non-occupational training; and

Buffalo funds its two youth service agencies in this manner.

In JOBSTART, the type of agency operating the program appears to

affect the type of contract: four out of the six coSt-reimbursement

contracts are with school-based sites; only one school (East LOS Angeles)

has a performance-based contract; In contrast, five out of the aeiten

community-based organizations are operating with performancebased

contracts.

Equally important is the scope cri the contract: is it written speei;;

ficaIly for JOBSTART, or is JOBSTART offered as one of many program

activities or to one target group among several? Where JOBSTART is part of

a larger contract for multiple activities or service groups, operatorS may

have more leeway to offer JOBSTART and mnat JTPA standards. It it

possible for example, that higher JOBSTART costs can be absorbed by a site

if it operates less expensive or less intensive programs for its other

enrollees; the Iower outcomes of JOBSTART enrollees (if these occur) might

also be acceptable if the site's other programs or enrollees achieve higher
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placement or positive termination eates than eatablished by the standards.

A number of demonstration sites have thiS fleXibility. One-third have

contracts written exclusively foe JOBSTART, but another one-third funded to

run JOBSTART are not required to enroll Only JOBSTART-eligibles. The

remaining one-third are funded to opeeate a Variety or program activities

in 'addition to JOBSTART, and can ent4cill e different population as well.

(Table 5.2 shows the scope of the site conteacts.)

4. Additiotal Factors Affecting JOBSTART ImplementatiOn

From an operator's point of view, the definitiOn Of a poSitive termina-

tion or an entered employment is as important as the nUtber Or proportion

-of tudh terminations required. As with many other aspect8 Of the highly

decentralized JTPA system, these definitions vary denSiderably from

location to location. What this means, in practice, iS that Sothe JOBSTART

Sites will have a more difficult time than others in complying With the

terms of their contract and meeting the required performAnce Standarda.

For example, JTPA contracts in different locations define Placement

quite differently. The most common practice is to require retention on the

job for BO days, but as little as one week may be accepted. Solite SDAs also

Stipulate that placements must be in full-time jobs at a 5p-edified minimum

Wage level, that is, placement into any job does not necessarily count

eithee for payment purposes or for meeting the performance goals. JOBSTART

Operators working undei contracts that require higher sttrting Wages or

longer-term Placements could find themselves at a disadvantage in trying to

Meet their goals for JOBSTART youths.

Equally Important is the way the local PIC defines the employment

competency attainments that can count as positive terminations for youths.
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(In the JTPA system, PICs are given the authorization to develop a cm.=

petency system that reflects the Standards of employers in the local labor

market.) As shown in Table 5.3, the educational standards of the compe-

tency system developed by local PICS vary considerably across the JOBSTART

sites; At one extreme, the Hartford SDA is willing to credit CREC, the

JOBSTART site, with a positive termination for any individual who achieves

a gain of one grade in reading and is either able to meet the entry level

requirement of a training provider or reads at least at the sixth grade

level.

At the opposite end of the spectrum, the education competencies

developed by the New York City PIC require enrollees to advance at least

two grades in either reading or math and one grade in the other subject,

and to reach at least a seventh-grade reading level and a sixth-grade math

level. In Buffalo, the PIC requires a 20 percent improvement over entry

performance, and either a minimum reading level of the ninth grade or A

score higher than a passing grade on the GED or American College Teat. The

Corpus Christi SDA calls for GED attainment or at least a tWo=year increaSe

reading scores. Los Angeles requires a GED or an increase of one level

in reading, writing, and math on the standardized Test of Adult Basic

Edudation (TABE). Enrollees in the Milwaukee SER site must reach a ninimum

Of a 7,5 reeet.Ig level at completion of the site's pre=GED preparation

course (minimum entry-level reading score of the fifth grade) and attain a

GED or a tenth-grade reading level in the GED preparation course (minimum

entry level reading ncore of 7.5).

A potential problem is that the higher the standard, the longer poorer
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TABLE 5.3

EDUCATION COMPETENCIES REQUIRED F 0 R POSITIVE
TERMINATIONS, BY JOBSTART SITES6

Site
I

Educe ti on Competency

Allentown gain el' 20% abov a entry levet performance
and

score of 10 poi nts above passi ng grade on the GED test
or

score of 215 on the Amri can Cottage Test
or

9th grade readi ng level on the Teat of Adul t Basi c
Educati on ITABE)

BSA gain of tw o gradu L ev el s in readi ng or math and one
Level i n other subj ect

and
minislum 7th grade readi ng levet,
mi niMum 6th grade math Levet

or
GED attai nment

CREC gain of one grade Level in readi ng on the TABE
and

meeti ng entry level requi red for ski l la traini ng
or

minitaum 6th grade reasi ng L ev el

East L.A. gain of one level in reading and math and writi ng
on the TABE

or
BED attainment

SERCor pus Chri sti gain of two grade levels in readi ng
or

GED attai nment

SER Mi lwaukee minimum readi ng level of 7.0 grades i n preGED group
or

minimum 10th grade readi ng Laval in GED prep
or

BED attai nment

SOURCE: JTPA contracts, program records, tind staff i ntervi ewe.

NOTES: aAt the si tes not included in thi s table, contracts ei ther di d
not speci fy posi tive termi nation standards or di d not base payment di rectLy on
them.
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readers:will haw: to be ill training to meet them and to qualify as a

positive termination. This entails higher costs. As in the case of

standards that require contractors to meet high rates of placement or

positive termination, the requirements about competency levels can put

programs, such as JOBSTART, Which serve a population with poor reading

skills at a disadvantage;

AIso critical to the facility with which digadVantaged youthS Cab be

Served is the relative importance attached to the attainment of employMent

competencies or other positive terminations; At about half Of the JOBSTART

sites, SDAs treated competencies as a significant altdOthel dither by tying

payment directly to them, or by mandating a goal fop contractorS to meet.

However, other SDAs made such competencies relatively insignifioant by ntit

stressing them in performance reviews or making them a COnditiOn Of

payment. Although this may be appropriate for most skills training

courses, it is more questionable for a program such as JOBSTART which

emphasizes basic education as well as skills training.

The issue of whether employment competencies or plaoementt are giVen

more weight is particularly important for sites that ape operating JOBSTART

as a sequential model and in which other vendors provide the skills train-

ing after a basic education level has been achieved. FOO these biteS

(Allentown, the Basic Skins Academy, CREC in Hartford, and Milwaukee sER)*

a strong emphasis on placement, or entered employment, seems MiSplacedt and

Could Make it very difficult for education providers to implement JOBSTART

at intended and still meet their performance goals; Since Milwaukee SER

and AliOntown both operate JOBSTART together with other programs and ser=

vice groups, they could conceivably achieve the placement criteria with
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non-40BSTART enrollees; and move the JOBSTART enrollees .into skills

training. The Hartford SDA addressed the issue by eliminating the entered

employment goal for CREC and by providing additional incentives for the

site tO Moire enrollees into skills training.

Additional operational issues are raised by the federal Department of

Labor's Stipulation that a transition from one Title I/ training program

into another bannot count'as a positive termination for federal reporting

purposes. A nuMber of SDAs in the JOBSTART sample thub require that

enrollees in baSie education programs funded by JTPA MUSt be placed with

non=JTPA VendOrb in order,to be recognized as positiVe terMinationa. This

may make it tbet diffieult for sites that are providing baSid edUeation to

JOBSTART ehr011ees to move them into occupational skills triaihing be-Cause

it limit8 the supply of potential training vendors.

CREC in Hartford and the Basic Skills Academy in New York City present

an intereSting contrast in how the performance standards and payment sched-

ules in JTPA contracts can affect the implementation of the JOBSTART

program design. As discussed in Chapter 3, the City of Hartford had a

strong intereSt in developing a feeder system of educational VendOrb that

could prepare JTPA enrollees for skills training; Concerned that the uSual

Placement standarda tioUld work against this; JTPA staff crafted a neV/

system of standardS. These standards reward education providerS for MoVing

youths into Skilld training without requiring them to place youths nUiCkly

in jobs and encourage local skills providers to enroll graduates Of the

basic education pebgeatha. In addition; Hartford proved very flexible in

negotiating baymaht Sehedules to accommodate vendors; without losihg Sight

of the ultimate goal of job entry. The contract negotiated for JOBSTART
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left CREC staff feeling confAent that they could operate JOBSTART and not

be penalized for working with a harder-to-empIoy group, while JTPA

Officials believed they had provided for accountability in the program;

The contract also served as a model for other service providers in

Hartford. Both JTPA and CREC staffs believed that the new standards would

facilitate service delivery in the area.

In contrast, basic education competencies approved by the New York

City PIC made it difficult during a pilot phase of JOBSTART in the winter

of 1985-1986, for the Basic Skilla Academy to operate the JOBSTART

educational component and then move enrollees into skills training. The

educational gains -- described above that enrollees were required to

make during a very limited training period were so rigorous that it was

6recognized at the outset that few were likely to do so.

The difficulties in implementing JOBSTART in New York City were

compounded by the rule that entry into JTPA Title II training did not count

as a positive termination; this regulation severely curtailed the pool of

available training vendors. In order to avoid financial loss, the Basic

Skills Academy was forced to move JOBSTART enrollees intO jobs rather than

into skills training, as called for in JOBSTART. The problems faced by the

BSA in the execution of this contract led Staff to Seek non=JTPA funding

for JOBSTART during the full deMondtration Period.

C. Adaptations to Facilitate JJBalementation of-JOBS-TART

Roughly half the SDAs in the JOBSTART sample made some change in their

usual operating procedures in order to facilitate the implementation of a

demonstration program targeting a very=hard-to-employ group.
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TWo SDAs wrote cost-reimbursement contracts fht. JOBSTARTi_When
normally the SDA policy was to write only perfermande=based
contracts (Denver, Pittsburgh);

Three other SDAs lowered their performance standardt foe Place-
ment and/or positive termination for JOBSTART bedauSe oPera-
tors were working with a harder-to=serve target pepUlatien
(Lhh Aogelesi Hartford, Dallas);

Another wrote new performance standards spetifitally _ter
JOBSTART7 recognizing the importance_ in the seqUential
JOBSTART model of moving students from remedial education itto
skills training, rather than placing them quickly into a jOb
(HartfOrd).

Two _SDAs_ earmarked considerably more money for sop:eft
serviceS in JOBSTARTi and others made needs-based payments or
incentives_ available for JOBSTART enrollees, contrary te
normal policy. Each recognized that this harder=t0=SerVe
group_ woUld require _more support services than other JTPA
enrolleet (Los Angeles, Corpus Christi, Dallas, Pittsburgh).

The SDAs that Made special accommodations for JOBSTART are ones ih

which local policy initiatives sought to provide more or better services to

young high school dtOpoUts, or in which there was interest at the lotal

level ih building a strong remediation component into the JTPA system. They

appear to be the exception, rather than the rule, in the current JTPA

environment.

The fact that the SDAs were able to adjust performance standards and

contracting polities suggests that the JTPA system provides opportunities

to respond to special needs groups -- if SDAs are willing to use these

opportunities, and if they are encouraged to do so by federal and state

policy on performance standards and the use of the 6 percent and 8 percent

set-asides; However, responding tO the Oportunities to serve the harder-

to-employ will require considerable foreSighti perseverance and ingenuity

on the part of agency staff. Such approaches can mitigate, although not

necessarily overcome, the problems posed by funding and cost constraints.
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CHAPTER 6

RECRUITMENT AND ENROLLMENT

RecruitMent was one of the first tasks facing program operators as

they began to implement JOBSTART. Although most of the organizations oper-

ating JOBSTART had extensive previous experience in attracting and serving

the target popUlation, recruitment was expected to be difficultil

AS indicated in Chapter 1, research on youth programs has indicated

that dropouts are substantially more difficult to reach and enroll in

programs than in-school youths. A -udy Of federally-funded employment and

training programs under the Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act of

1977 (YEDPA) found that, despite the generally acknowledged need for

services to school dropouts, many Progratha targeted to this population had

difficulty recruiting applicants. When CETA prime sponsors who were

charged with implementing YEDPA programs had the option of serving either

studentiz or dropouts, they tended to Mona on the in-school group, in part

because they were less diffieult to recrUit and retain in services. "As a

reSUlt," the authors concluded, "the question of 110'4 to reach and serve

dropout youthS effectively was largely unantWered by YEDPA."2

MDRC,3 evaluation of.one Of the YEDPA programs, the Youth Incentive

Entitlement PilOt ProjeetS (YIEPP) ProVided a UniqUe 600ortUnity to gather

data on the success of CETA peite spOnsbes in ebtioning both in-school and

dropout youths in a program offering a guaranteed job in return for school

enrollment. The study found a substantially lower rate of program partiei-

pation for eligible dropouts (29 perbebt) Compared to eligible youtha Still
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in school (68 percent).3

This difference can be explained by the research findings shoving that

dropouts were nOt only more difficult to locate and inform about the peb=

gram, they were also less likely to participate once informed. Wheeeas 94

percent of in-school youths who were interviewed were aware of the peogeatl,

only 75 ptedent of the out-of-schooI eligible youths said they had heard of

the program's offer. FUrther, when they were aware of the program, out=of=

school youths were less likely to apply for YIEPP than those in school --

61 percent versus 85 percent, respectively.4

Nearly one=fifth Of the informed dropouts who did not apply for YIEPP

said they did not want to return to school or an alternative education

program in their obmmunity.5 This is an important factor to consider in

designing rectuitMent Strategies for dropout programs. Although JOBSTART's

educational component is different from traditional academic instruction

offered in schools yoUth8 may nOt kiwi/ this when they first hear about the

program;

Recruiting dropbuts has become even more difficult in the current

employment and training environment, in part because JTPA has eliminated

allowance payments Made tO participants in classroom training. Fewer

people without high school diplomas have enrolled in JTPA-funded programs

than under CETA0 this change cannot be attributed only to temporary

problems in establishing referral linkages in the transition to JTPA. Data

comparing the characteristics of youths enrolled in classroom training in

the 1984 and 1985 JTPA program years Show a continuing decline in the pro-

portion of youths who are dropouts and an increase in students.7 JOBSTART

represents an opportunity to reverse thiS trend, but the literature
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provides little guidance on effective strategies for recruiting dropouts.

In additior. to the general problems in recruiting dropouts, the

JOBSTART demonstration raises an additional concern. As discussed earlier,

the experimental research design for JOBSTART requires recruitment of twice

the number of eligible youths than will be served: half will be assigned to

the control group, not eligible for JOBSTART services; and half to the

experimental group, which will be enrolled in the program. To reach the

goal of enrolling at least 100 eligible youths per JOBSTART site over the

course of 12 months, a minimum of 200 eligible youths must be recruited.

Given that JOBSTART operators do not tend to have waiting lists, it was

anticipated that the programs would have to exceed their previous

recruitment levels.8

For several reasons, it is too early to assess the effectiveness of

recruitment strategies used by the different program operators or to look

for lessons about attracting dropouts to relatively long-term services.

First, recruitment in JOBSTART is not yet complete. During the period

covered in this chapter -- August 1985 through July 1986 -- only two

JOBSTART sites (Corpus Christi SER and the Conneiley Skill Learning Center

in Pittsburgh) finished a cycle of recruitment designed to enroll 100

youths. Four of the programs had not yet started random assignment and

therefore are not discussed in this chapter. ,Of the 12 operating sites,

five did not begin random assignment until after March 1986. Thus, for

almost half of the sites observed for this study, the amount of time was

too short to draw even preliminary conclusions.

Another problem was that many sites recruit and enroll youths as

classroom slots open up. These programs expect to recruit youths over an
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eXtended period of time; As discussed in earlier chapters, only three

sitet == Corpus Christi SER, the Connelley Skill Learning Center in

Pittsburgh and Chicago Commons -- operate programa that recruit for classes

with fixed beginning and ending dates.

The remainder of this chapter describes recruitment and enrollment

procedures in JOBSTART through July 1986. The first Section discusses

recruitment strategies, the second examines eligibility determination and

enrollment procedures, and the third describes the characteristics of

youths who entered the JOBSTART research sample. The chapter concludes

with a discubsion of factors that appear to have inMenced the pace of

recruitment and enrollment during the early operational stages of the

demonstration.

A. RecruitMent-Sti4atekies

As teen in Table 6.1, a total of 733 youths enrolled in the JOBSTART

demonstration through July 1986. Enrollment had risen to 1,227 by December

31, 1986. While the pace of enrollment has been slower than anticipated at

most of the Sitet, the two organizations that have operated JOBSTART for a

full year have dither met or reasonably approximated the goal of randomly

assigning 200 eligible youths. In Corpus Christi, SER enrolled 100 members

of the experimental group into classes that began in the fall of 1985. The

recruitment drive conducted by the Connelley Skill Learning Center during

the summer of 1985 also succeeded in bringing in a large number of youths

within a relatively short period of time. However, because recruitment

ended shortly after the start of the school year, total enrollment fell

short of the needed amount.
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TABLE 6.1

NUIRER OF EXPERIMENTALS AND CONTROLS RANDOMLY ASSIGNED, 8Y JCSSTART SITE

. (AUGUST 1985 JULY 1986 SAMFLE)

Site
First Month or

Random Aseignment

AUgUst
October 1995

November

1865
Janueo 1968

FebrUary
April 1E186

May
Ji.W988 TOtel

Allentown June 1966 11 11

CET Novaaber 1985 18 50 29 97

Chicago Commons March 1886 16 16

Connelley August 1885 145 145

CREC April 1966 15 20 35

East L.A. May 1986 23 23

EGOS April 1966 26 43 69

El Centro March 1986 8 43 52

Phoenix Job Corps June 1986 21 21

SEB Corpus Christi October 1985 83 117 200

SER Milwaukee April 1886 4 7 11

Stenly Tech November 1985 35 16 2 53

Total August 18E5 228 170 136 199 733

SOURCEs Tabulations from the JOBSTART Enrollment Fonas.

NOTESi Since the Job Corps Captors in Atlanta, Los Angeles and Sacramento end the Basic Skitte Aced&

in New York had not started random assignment es of July 61, 1986, they are not included in this table.

A dash indicates that a site was not scheduled to do random assignment during a given quarter



Although most of the programs do not expect to complete enrollment in

less than a year, it is nonetheless apparent in Table 6.1 that some sites

may fail significantly short Of the redruitment goal of 200 eligible

youths; At one site, a lack of open slots has constrained enrollment.

However, for most, slot capacity has not been a major factor in explaining

the slow pace of program enrollment. To Speed up the process, several

sites have redesigned their recruitment efforts occasionally by changing

methods but, more frequently, by adding new outreach methods. In addition,

staffing and other resources have sometimes increased. In short, the level

of effort has intensified.

In programs with "roiling" enrollment == that is, youtht enroll when

classroom slots are open -- it has been particularly difficult to gauge

the amount of lead time and staff needed to bring in an adequate number of

youths. Staffs in these programs have increasingly recognized the leVel of

work needed to maintain a constant flow of applicants, particularly at the

beginning of a recruitment drive. The initial step involves substantial

effort to build the program's visibility among youths and their communi-

ties.

In fashioning their recruitment strategies, JOBSTART program oper-

ators faced several challenges. First, operators have had to locate and

inform target population that is widely dispersed: that is, they do not

gather each day in a centralized location, such as a school. Second, the

recruitment message has to be attractive to young people who are known to

be Somewhat skeptical about programs, as well as about their own ability to

learn in an educational setting; Dropouts are also, as a group, "tuened

off" from school, and a relatively intensive, Iong-term course of education
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combined with training may not appeal to them; Finally, bedaUbe the target

audience for the JOBSTART recruitment message is poor and unemPloyed,

immediate income is often the greatest need;

In the following discussion of recruitment StrategieS, the tWo Sites

With the longest experience are highlighted: Connelley Skill Learning

Center in Pittsburgh and Corpus Christi SER. Other sites ate deSetibed in

less detail. The discussion centers on the staff responsible for recruit=

ment, their method6 'of disseminating information, and the content of the

JOBSTART message,

1. Staffina Patterns

The organization operating the JOBSTART program does not always have

the responsibility for recruiting youths; Table 6.2 shows that, in one of

the 12 programs (the Connelley Skill Learning Center), the SDA took on the

primary responSibility for JOBSTART recruitment; At three other sites

(CREC in Hartford, the Milwaukee and Corpus Christi SER programs), program

operatOrs shared responsibility with the SDA, because that agency Oa Oa in

recruiting for a broad range of programs funded by JTPA -- informed youths

about JOBSTART.

Relatively few staff members were assigned to recruitment tasks. Even

when SDAs were involved, Constraints on administrative costs have limited

outreach resources. Ohly two of the programs (Allentown in Buffalo and the

Phoenix Job Copps Centee) Neve aSsigned staff members to work exclusively

on recruitment. The Other prOgram operators with full or partial responsi-

bility eithee delegated it td JOBSTART staff who aIso had other adminis-

teative se Counseling tasks, or hired new staff in temporary positions as
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TABLE 6.2

AGENCIES INVOLVED IN THE RECRUITMENT, J TPA CERTIFI CAT ION AND ENROLLMENT
OF J OBSTART ELIGIBLE YOUTH, BY TYPE OF AGENCY

(ANUST 1985JULY 1986 SAMPLE)

Si tó

Agency

JOBSTART
Program Operator

i

ODA

Allentown
Recrui tment
JTPA Carti fi cati on

Testi.ng for Readi ng Levet
Enrol Lment

k
k
X
x

CET

Recrui tment

JTPA Certi fi cati on

Testi ng f or Readi ng Level
Enrol Lment

X
k
Xa
x

.

Chi cego Commons
Recrui tment

JTPA Corti ficati on
Testi ng for Readi ng Level
Enrol Latent

X

X
x

Cannel toy

Recrui tment
JTPA Corti fi cati on

Testi ng for Readi ng Level
Enrol tment

X

x
x
k

CREC

Recrui tment
JTPA Corti fi cati on

.

Testi ng for Readi ng Levet
Enrollment

X

x
x

East L A i

Recruitment
JTPA Corti ficati on
Testi ng for Reedi ng Level
Enrol lment

x
x
X
x

112
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TABLE ea (continued)

Site

A-sney

JOBSTART
Program Operator

I

BOA

EGOS
Recruitment
JTPA_Certifiestion _

Testing for Reading Level
Enrollment

X
k
X

EL COntr0
Recruitment
JTPA Certifiesti_on
Tearing for Reading Level
Enrollment

X
X

Phoenix Job Corps b
Recruitment
JTPA Certification
Testing for Reeding Level
Enrollment

X
X-
-8
X
X

BER Corpus Chriati
Recruitment
JTPA Certification
Testing for Reeding Level
Enrollment

x

BER Milwaukee
Recruitment
JTPA_Certificatton
Testing for Reeding Level
Enrollment

X

x

X
x
X

.

Stenly Tech
Recruitment
JTPA Certificetton
Testing for Reeding Lovell
EnroLLment

_

X

X
x

x

SOURCEI In.:en/isms with JOBSTART program operators end BOA staffs.

NOTES. s At CET end Phoenix Job Corpsj enrollees ars tested for reeding
level after random assignment.

b
Applicants et Phoenix J b Corps must meet federal. eligibility

standards for Job Corps.
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recruiters. The people responsible for recruitment usually had had prior

experience in youth outreach or programming.

2; Methods of RecruitMent

No matter which organization conducted recruitment, staff members used

several methods simultaneously to reach out to youths, their families, and

low-income neighborhoods more generally. At most of the sites, these

methods included: letters followed by phone calls or visits.(or some other

sequence of the three); fliers included with welfare or Summer YOUth

Employment Program checks; fliers and posters distributed in public

settings; public service:announcements on radio and teleVition stations;

advertisements in church bulletins and newspapers (often community papers);

and presentations to the staffs of a wide variety of community agencies.

Staff involved in rec;mitment have targeted the youths directly (by

letters, phone calls and visits) and indirectly (through publicity targeted

to low-income communities).

Information collected at random assignment about how applicants first

heard about JOBSTART indicates that the JOBSTART program was most frequent=

ly the source of program information, with one-third of the youths learning

of JOBSTART through the staff of the program or its fliers and posters.

Other sources mentioned less frequently were friends and relatives, print

and eleOtrOzO media and JTPA staff members. (See Table 6.3.)

Although it is too early to assess outreach efforts as a whole, the

experience of the two programs that completed the enrollment cycle as well

as interviews with staffs at other sites, provide early indications of

methods that seem most helpful. In general, it was found that recruitment
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TABLE 6,3

PERCENTAGE DISTOUTION OF SOJRCES OF RECAUITNENT FOR THE JCOSTART RESEARCH SAMPLE, BY SITE

(AUGUST 19E6 - JOLT 1996 SARRE)

Sources of Ricruiolent

Atter

tan CET

I

Chicago

Cutmons

'

Cannel-I

Ley CREC

East

LA, EGOS

Et

Centro

Phoenix

Job

Corps

SER-

Corpus

Chriai

SER.

Nitrau-

kilo

I

Stanty

Tech

I

Total

Jobetert Program 8;1 , 82;5 0;0 10;3 57;1 30;4 76;8 1C4 71,4 10,5 27,3 37,7 33,2

Friends/Retetives 38;4 15;5 18;8 28;8 5;7 348 10-.1 327 19;0 33;0 18;2 134 23;7

Media 27,3 6,0 50,0 144 22,9 17.4 lid 30;0 9;5 44;0 9;1 38 21;7

JTPA 0,0 0,0 0,0 48.2 0.0, 0.0 0,0 5,8 1.0 10,0 27,3 nie 15i6

Other alo 16,2 0,0 25,0 0,0 5,7 0.0 0.0 9,6 OA 1.5 18,2 0,0 2.6

Justim Systae 0;0 0,0 0,0 1;4 0,0 0;0 1,4 ILO 0,0 0,5 0,0 1,9 Q.?

Other Goverment

*NY 9;1 2,1 8,3 007 5,7 17,4 2;9 : 50 0;0 0;5 0;0 3;8 2;6

Other 0,0 0,0 0,0 60 2.9 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0;0 0;0 0;0 0;1

Biagi Site 11 97 18 145 35 23 69 52 21 200 11 53 733

NOTES: Calculations fro: the JO3START Enrotleent Faroe.
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appeared to be more efficient if it was targeted to the eligible Sri:Alt/in

directly -- for example, if individuals on a list of dropouts were mailed

letters or phoned -- rather than if contact was of a more general natueet

as, for example, in talking to groups of youths at street fairs or play

grounds. Even more important than the tc:ethod used was the ability to

follow up on contacts and the level of effort expended. Sites using

relatively similar and standard methods had different degrees of success,

suggesting that commitment, the ihteneity of the recruitment campaign, and

its timing are often key to success.

The cooperation of other agencies is often'needed to identify a large

number of dropouts. School systems in Corpua Christi, Pittsburgh, Denver,

Chicago, Albemarle and LOS Angeles provided important assistance in

supplying lists of dropouts. When the timing of JOBSTART classes allowed

it, staff targeted dropouts working in JTPA-funded Summer Youth Employment

Programs (STEP), a large pool of potentially eligible youths. This was the

case in Pittsburgh and Chicago. SDAs were able to help programs by supply-

ing computerized lists of dropouts enrolled in STEP. Social service

agencies in some cities also included information about JOBSTART in their

mailings of public assistance checks.

Given the amount of cooperation needed to coordinate personal outreach

and general publicity, early planning -- well in advance of the expected

start-up of random assignment -- appeared to be an essential factor. The

Pittsburgh and Corpus Christi JOBSTART programa prepared work plans cover-

ing the entire recruitment period and carefully adhered to the projected

schedules. Both sites started several monthe before enrollment efforts

needed to begin, and, during this period at least a few staff members were
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expected to spend a considerable amount of time carrying out the recruit-

ment plan. For example SDA Staff in Pittsburgh began work on recruitment

in May 1985 and expected to conduct random assignment in August. Corpus

Christi SER began outreach efforts in July 1985 for classes that began in

October and November. Once recruitment began, staffs in Corpus Christi and

Pittsburgh worked full-time and often evenings and weekends if these were

the best times to contact youths. Their level of commitment to recruitment

tasks may have been heightened by an understanding that an intensive

effort, sustained over several months, was necessary to bring in the

targeted, number of youths before classes started.

3. Creating a JOBSTART Wreach MessaRe

The recruitment message varied across sites. Overall, it had not only

to describe the program accurately, but also appeal to dropouts. The

message delivered depended on what services were offered at the sites.

Programs known as occupational skills providers tended to emphasize

that training could lead to a good job, since staff believed that the value

f education in obtaining jobs was not all that clear to youths. On the

other hand, education providers and multi-service vendors gave educational

services as much emphasis as vocational training and the prospect of a job.

Some sites that provided needs-based payments and financial or non-monetary

rewards also publicized these.

B. Ellgibilitv Determination and Enrollment

The research required that eligibility be determined prior to random

assignment to the research sample. Many applicants did not complete this

process, have the right documents, or for other reasons were disqualified.
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At one site, the ratio of applicants to youths randomly assigned was as

high as 6 to 1;

Figure 6,1 presents data gathered by SDA staff involved in the intake

process for JTPA-fUnded youth programs in Corpus Christi, including the

JOBSTART program, and shows the fall7off of youths at each step in the

process. In this funnel, the stream of recruited youths narrows as some

are lost or eliminated along the way. Although the number and order of

steps and the proportions of youths dropping off at each stage vary by

site the process is the same in all JOBSTART programs.

The ycuth fall-off is in some part due to a lack of appropriate

documentation for JTPA certification, reading levels too low or too high

for the youths to qualify for the program, and, simply, the youths' loss of

interest in participating; The funnel steps are discussed below.

1. Eliscibilitv Determination

The JOBSTART program guidelines specify that youths enrolled in the

demonstration be educationally and economically disadvantaged dropouts

between 17 and 21 years of age who lack a GED or high school diploma.

Dropout status is defined according to the accepted local standard. For

example, in Milwaukee, youths had.to provide a letter from the public

school system verifying that they had left school. In goieral, the

criterion for educational disadvantage was reading competency below the

eighth-grade level as established ly a standardized, nationally-accepted

teat.9 This level frequently serves as the entry requirement for Skills

training classes. Because a variety of standardized tests were used to

establish eligibility, experimentals were retested shortly after program
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FIGURE 6.1

INTAKE FLOW IN THE CORPUS CHRISTI JOBSTART PROGRAM

Inquiries
Concerning
JTPA_
ServiceS

950 Applicants for
JTPA ServiceS

769

(80.9%)

495

(52.1%)

414

(43.6%)

360

(37.9%)

200

(21.1%)

Total Certified Eligible
for JTPA SerVices

Total Dropouts Certified

Total Dropouts Tested

Total Num._;e- of JOBSTART
Eligibles

Total Randomly Assigned
for JOBSTART

SOURCE: Tabulations from the records of the Corpus Christi SDA.

NOTE: Percentages are calculated as a proportion of the total number of
applicants for JITA services.
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entry using a uniform baseline instrument, the TeSt Of .AdUlt Babio

Education (TABE). 10 An additional reason for administering the TABE after

program entry was that reading tests were not included in the eligibility

determination process at a few sites."

Economic disadvantage was defined by the standards for eligibility for

services tinder JTPA.12 Youths also have to meet any other reasonable

criteria eStablished by program operators -- such as indicating an interest

in participating in both occupational training and educational services.

Screening takes place during interviews by JOBSTART staff members

conduCted 66 Part of the intake process. In these interviews, staff

members talk to applicants for 10 to 15 minutes to explore the youths!,

interests and to identify any issues that have to be resolved before

program participation (buch as child care or a court appearance). Staff

also explain that, because JOBSTART is a demonstration, participants will

be selected through a process that resembles a lottery; (Most sites have

not tried to explain this in mass advertising materials designed for

oUtreaCh.) In general, this applcant screening resulted in only modest

fall-off.

However, program operators that receive funding under JTPA have to

also ensure that their enrollees teet JTPA age, income and residency

eligibility standards, and appliCantS 6t the Job Corps sites must also meet

Job Corps eligibility triteria.13 A gt.eat deal of applicant faIl-off

occurred during determination of Whether theSe Criteria were met. As seen

in Figure 6.1, 81 percent Of the applidanta in CorOus Christi appeared

eligible for JTPA serVices. Chill 52 Perdent Were dropouts who came through

the whole eligibility determination proceSS and were certified as eligible
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for JTPA services;

The SDA held responsibility for determining eligibility for JTPA. In

some cases* youths went to the SDA Office) bUt in otherb, SDA Staff Carried

out the certification at the JOBSTART program offiCeS. At Some Site's, the

SDA delegated determination of JTPA eligibility tO the 000geata operator.

However JTPA eligibility is determined, doduMentetiOri 18 required."

Although the JOBSTART operators and SDAs provide lists of required doeu=

ments, applicants frequently appear for certification without all of them;

Several appointments are sometimes scheduled before certification is

completed* especially for youths whose parents are reluctant to help them

provide the needed information or documents.

Substantial fall-off was also caused by the reading competency test.

Quite a few of the tested youths are determined ineligible because they

score above the eighth-grade level or below the levels used to establish

eligibility at several of the sites.15 Thirteen percent of the applicants

tested in the Corpus Christi site had reading scores that disqualified them

for JOBSTART. Although testing sessions are held frequently, as often as

weekly, unless youths apply on the day testing is scheduledi they have to

return. Many have several appointmentsi and some who are re-scheduled

never show up. (See Table 6.2 for the staff responsibile for testing at

different sites.)

At sites where the'process was lengthy or involvedi eligibility deter-

Mihation probably served as an unintended screening mechanism. Youths with

little perseverance or capacity to organize their lives often simply

stopped showing up. Thus, it is not surpvising that enrollment proceeded

elot4ly during the early phase of JOBSTART, given the attrition as well as
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the level of effort required .ecruitment goals, discussed

previously;

2. JOBSTART Enrollment

Once applicants met the JOBSTART Criteria for age, reading competency

and school status, and had been certified ea eligible for JTPA services,

they were randomly assigned to dither the ekperimentai or control groups.

As indicated above, applicants for JOBSTART had heard about a selection

prOdebb comparable to a lottery, usually at the time of their firat

interView with program or SDA staff when their eligibility status may not

hate been clear. Once eligibility was determined, hOWever, the discussion

of random assignment was extensive.and included going over a ft:Irmai

inforMed consent form before obtaining the youth's signature. After the

applident agreed to random assignment and the research ihterVieWS, the

JOBSTART Enrollment Form was filled out by program or SDA Staff, uaing

information provided by the youth;

A phone caIl was then made to MDRC, where random assignment Was

conducted; Youths entering the experimental group were told tO report to

Clabbea or, in the case of some of the JOBSTART programs, to an orientation

bessitin. Applicants assigned to the control ','oup were reminded that they

were part Of the research and would be contacted later; they were also told

that they could seek serviCes elsewhere on their own.

C. Descriot-ion-oftheJOBSTART Research Sample

Table 64 shows the characteristics of youths who were randomly assign-

ed in the firtt 12 months of program operations. As expected, they are a

very disadvantaged group.
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DOLE 8.4

SELECTED CIIMIACTERISTICS OF 1HE JEOSTART RESEW SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF ENNUIENT, OY SITE

(AUGUST loos = JILY 19$3 SAMPLE)

Qin cteri eti c

Warr

teen C.V.

Chi csgo

Canons Conrel ly MEC List LA EA OS

El

Centro

Phoeni x

kii
Wrps

SEfi.

Wpm

poi sti

SEA-

!Km-
ks

Stenly

Tech Total

Aos (%)

18-17 30,41 27;1 0-3 90 28;8 30;4 25.1 28.8 47,8 28.0 27,3 30,2 23,8
18

18;2 30;2 31;3 18,3 26;7 28;1 21;7 32;7 9.5 27.5 88,4 30.2 25,7
19

18,2 18.8 25.0 24,1 20,0 17;4 244 23;1 18;0 18;5 18,2 17,0 20,1
20

18;2 13,6 31,3 28,0 8.8 17,4 18.8 .11,5 14;3 13;5 0,0 .8;4 16,8
21

141 10;4 5;3 18.8 17.1 8.7 8.7 5,8 8,5 18.5 18,2 13;2 13.7

Average Ag. Nam) 18,5 18,5 19.0 19 3 18.8 18;5 18;8 18,4 18,3 18,7 18.4 18,5 18,7

Sok 04

NIL, 9;1 54,8 43.8 44,8 37.1 85,2 38,8 40,4 38,1 83,0 45;5 47;2 49,7
Fools 90,9 45.4 58,3 65,2 62,9 34,8 63,2 59,8 81,9 37,0 54,5 52,8 50,3

,

Ethnicity (A)

hits 27.3 13.4 0.0 7.6 8.6 0,0 13,0 1,9 14,3 9.0 27.3. 41,6 11,7
Slick 72,7 _6,2 75,0 92,4 48,6 4,3 33,3 67;3 4,8 84 54,5 56.5 0.2
Hispanic 0,0 70;1 25,0 0.0 42,9 81,3 53,8 30,8 66,7 64,0 18;2 0,0 47,1
Othsr 0,0 10,3 0.0 0;0 0,0 4,3 0,0 0,0 ,14,3 0,5 0,0 0.0 2,0

Marital Status (%)

Never Married 100.0 92,8 100,0 97.9 91,4 100,0 91;3 :!: 5 76,2 74,0 100,0 90,8 68,0

&Midi Living With

Spouse 0,0 5,2 0;0 1,4 6,6 0,0 5,8 5,8 0,0 19,5 0,0 1,9 7,8
%pried, Not Living

with Spoues 04 1;0 0,0 0.7 0,0 0,0 2;9 7,7 23,6 4,5 0,0 7,5 3,6
Divcrc44/1i4e444 0,0 1,0 0,0 o.o m 0,0 0.0 0.0 OA 2,0 0,0 0,0 0;7

%apt-a Siki 11 87 18 145 36 23 52 21 200 11 53 733
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TALE 0.4 (continivid)

Cherecteristic

AU*.

tom C441%

Chicago

Commons Connelly CI1EC East LA EOCO

El

Centro

Phoenix

Job

Corpe

SD.

Corpus

Cbristi

Sift-

Milieu-

kse

Stinky

Tech Totel

Schbal Bride et Time

of Dropout l%)

5-8 0,0 6,4 . 0. -0 -02. 2 9. 9 /, 4 3I 9 6I -314II IP17 5 9I-1 111-3 01-9

9_ 18,2 10,3 8;3 23,6 37;1 17,4 14.5 384 23.8 85.0 26.4 20,8 23,1
10 46.5 17,4 43,8 44,4 31;4 34;0 42,0 23.1 33.3 30.0 10.2 22;6 32,0
11 36.4 60.0 37,6 28,4 22,9 39,1 30;4 19,2 19,0 25,0 27,3 37,7 30,1
12 0,0 10.8 12,6 2.0 5.7 010 0,7 114 9.5 2,5 0.1 7,5 5,8

Average Bride et Time

of Dropout 10,2 10.4 10,8 10,0 9,9 10,0 10,2 9,8 9.9 9.7 0,9 10,1 10,0

Lett Year in Schad(%)

1977-1678 0,0 2.1 0,0 4,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,5 0,0 1.9 1,9
1980

0,0 44 0,0 2.1 2,0 0,0 2,6 2.0 4,8 CO 0,0 5;7 3;2
1961 0,0 8,1 8,3 13;3 5,7 0.0 10.1 3,9 23,9 MO 0,1 7,5 9,1
19E2 9,1 10.4 31,3 17,5 5;7 0,0 4.3 13.7 1.5 14,0 0,0 5;7 114
1983 27.8 12,5 10,8 35,0 11,4 13;0 20,3 11,0 0,5 21.0 .9,1 13.2 20.2
1884 9.1 21,9 10,0 16,0 17,1 21,7 23,2 29,4 19,0 25,5 27.3 244 22,2
1935 27,3 29.2 16.8 11.2 31,4 394 33,3 21,8 14,3 21,5 64,6 34.0 23.9
1908 27,8 10.7 6;3 0,0 25,7 28.1 5.0 17,8 19,0 0,5 0,0 7,5 7,8

Reason for Eligibility

hosiviag Welfare 72.7 2.1 82,5 82,1 67,1 28,1 30,4 21,2 28,8 20.0 18.2 11.3 30.4
70% OLS Stenderd 10,2 07,4 31.3 33,8 29.6 65.2 42,0 76,9 66,7 72.5 27,3 79.2 59.8
JTPA Eligible 0,0 0,0 8,a 2,1 2.9 8.7 26.1 1,9 4,8 7,5 9,1 3,0 8,2
Other 0,1 1015 04 2.1 11,4 04 1,4 oio oio 0,0 45,5 5.7 3,7

Number of Children 1%1

0 64,5 90.7 60,0 55,9 65,7 87,0 53-6 65 ,4 47.8 89,0 54,6 66,0 86.3
1

27,3 8,2 48.8 30,3 28,6 8.7 40,6 23;1 20,6 24,5 30.4 22.6 25,0
g

18;2 3;1 6.3 11,7 5,7 4.3 5,0 7.7 9,6 6,0 0,0 7,5 7.1
3 or more 0,0 0.0 0,0 2,1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,6 14,3 0,5 9,1 3,8 1,8

Average Saber of

Children 0,04 0.12 0.50 0.60 0,40 0,17 0,52 0;52 1,00 0;30 0,64 0,51 0.45

Simple Size ii 07 18 145 35 23
89 52 21 200 11 53 733

(conti nued)



TABLE 8,4 (continue-di

I

Dnericteristic

Allen.

ten 0,E,T,

I

Cticego 1

goons Connelly

I

CREC

i

East L.A. E808

I

Et

Centro

L

Phoenix

Job

Corps

r H
8ER-

Corpus

Chrieti

I

SER.

Calm-

kee

Stsnly

Tech Total

Current Living

Situetion (%)

Oen Household 45.5 4,1 12.6 18,8 20.0 4,3 18.8 3,0 8,5 11.0 27.3 9,4 12.7

One Parent 38.4 33,0 31.3 55,2 37,1 30.4 44.9 55.9 23.8 28,5 54.5 47.2 40.1

Both Parents 18;2 20,8 12,5 10,3 14.3 39.1 15.9 15,4 33.3 33,0 9.1 28.3 22,0

Friends/Relatives 000 41;2 37;5 10.1 22.8 21.7 20.3 25,0 33.3 27,0 9,1 15.1 23.8

Other 0,0 1.0 8,3 2,8 5,7 4;3 0;0 0,0 0,0 0,5 0,0 0.0 1,4

Prior Espltyment MI

Unsubsidizedt

FuLt-Tiii 9;1 42;3 . 8,3 8.8 31.4 30,4 33.3 38.5 28,8 44,5 18,2 38.8 31,5

Port-Time 27;3 18.8 12,5 13;1 28.4 27.3 29.0 15.4 19.0 24,0 38,4 18,8 20,8

Subsidized 9,1 3,1 0,0 82.8 8,8 0,0 2,9 0,0 0.0 _8,0 8.1 7.5 18.5
Nbni 54,5 44.3 81,3 27.8 40.0 47.8 40.8 50.0 57,1 32.0 45,5 37,7 38.5

Benefits Riceived (01

AFDC (m me) 455 5;2 50.0 33.8 25.7 13,0 29,0 19.2 19,0 12.0 19.2 15.1 20,1

AFOC (other house-

hold coss)

general Mistime or

21,3 10,8 12,5 33.8 14,7 4.3 11,8 28.8 19,0 4,8 18,2 16.4 15,9

Hale Rilief 0,0 2,1 ca 14.9 11.4 4,3, 2,9 0.0 0,0 0,0 8.1 0.0 4,4
Medicaid 72.7 1214 18,8 28.4 45.7 17,4 33.8 13.5 9.5 18,8 0.0 25.0 22,4
Food Stamps 72;7 8-.3 58;3 89;7 37.1 17.4 42.0 7.7 33,3 28.1 54.5 25.8 35.8
UI Benefit.

10,0 8.2 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 5,0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1,9

Housing Aesletence 10,0 2,1 8,3 124 11.4 0,0 13.0 1.9 10,0 7.0 0,0 5,8 7.4

Other OW hoiden 0.0 4,1 8,3 8.1 25,7 28.1 14,5 15,4 5,0 7,5 9.1 6,8 8,8
None 18.2 87,0 25,0 13,1 20,0 52.2 37,7 48.1 42.9 534 45,5 50,8 41.9

Prier Occupetionel

Training Ma

School 27.3 , 6.2 8.3 24.1 5.7 28.1 10,8 15.4 4,8 21.0 27.3 11,3 17,5

Job Cores 0.0 2.1 0,0 q.i,5 0.0 0,5 4,3 1.9 0.0 4,0 0.0 0,0 7.0
Other

8,1 _2,1 12,5 1.3 11.4 8:1 1.4 0.0 9,5 8.0 0.0 _5.7 6.1
None

60.6 68,7 . 91.3 5'.0 82.9 85.2 75,4 82.7 85.7 88.0 72,7 84.9 72.0

aimpli Sizeb
11 87 le 145 23 89 52 21 200 11 53 733
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TABLE 8.4 (continued)

SOURII: Calculations fra: the JOBSTART Enrottment Forna.

NOTES: Distributions may not add exactly to 100.0 Week bécauee of rounding.

apietributions
may not add to 100.0 percent bat:nide individuals could have had more than one kind of prior aMployment, couLd

.rently be receiving more than one type of benefit. or Could haie received rior occupational training fray more than one sourOa.

For selected charecteri ati cep sample al tea may very up to 18 sample poi nte due to mini ng date.
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The majority of the sample members are black or Hispanic. The aver-

age age is 19. Only slightly more than one-third had reached or completed

the eleventh-grade before dropping out. On average, sample members ended

their schooling as tenth-graders. Two-thirds of the sample had been out of

school for at least eight months when random assignment began in 1985. At

program entry, the average grade level for reading was 6.8. (See Table

6.5, which provides the distribution of reading scores for members of the

experimental group from a aliform baseline instrument.)

Sample members had had little opportunity to learn marketable skills,

to.understand employers' expectations, or to realize how the labor market

functions. Over 70 percent of the youths randomly assigned through July

1986 had had no prior vocational training. Approximately 39 percent had

never held a regular or even a subsidized job.

Although one-third of the members of the s:mple have children, most

have never married. Over 60 percent were living with at least one parent

when they entered t :1 program; The majority of youths (58 percent)

received some sort of government assistance -- cash or in-kind -- either

directly in their own name as n the case of General Assistance, or as

part of family unit that receives benefits under a government-sponsored

prograt. Approxima'.ely 20 percent received payments from the Aid to

Famlil f_Ath Dependent Children (AFDC) progrnx in thir awn name.

TablS 6.6, which divides the sample into your4 men sad women, reveals

Ilteresting differences in ethnictty, marital st.60;y:3, number of children,

t,*-tipt Of AFDC and related benefit, vocational tr:iining and work exper-

ience. More women tha:2 men in the snmplo vera black (44 percent and 34

percent, respectively), wY,ereas fewcr or att women than the men were

=027=
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VILE 6;5

FERCOIT/BE DISTRIBUTION OF 'ME READING GRADE Le/EL FOR JESSTMT ERRIIENULS BY SITE

(OUST 181i6 - JULY 1988 SA1REI

Otte Level

I

Allen-

tin

1

CET

I

Chicego

Caton

I

Conrel-

Ley

I

CREC

I

Ent

LA;

I

EGOS

El

Wit

I

Rani It

Job

COPS

8111-

Corpus

Christi

i

SW

Cur
kse

I

Rarity

Tech Total

Eirlds Level (Si

Lau Than 4 0,0 8;7 0,0 4,4 0,0 8,1 0,0 18,7 0,0 2,2 0,0 .st-,8 4;1
4-5 0,0 3,2 0;0 22;1 25;0 8;1 11;8 18,7 10,0 8,8 0,0 19;0 12;3
5-8 0,0 12,9 5,0 11,8 58,3 18,2 23,5 16,7 10,0 18,7 40,0 23,8 18,3
6-7 33,3 .6,5 0,0 28,5 12,5 27;3 23;5 22,2 10;0 24;2 40,0 28,6 21,8
7-8 33;3 16;1 75,0 14,7 0,3 36,4 35,3 27,8 50;0 19;8 20;0 14,3 22,5H_ 0,0 18,4 .04 10,3 0,0 0,0 5,9 0;0 10:0 16;7 0;0 4;8 10,8
0-10 0,0 18;4 0;0 10;3 0;0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,11 9,9 0,0 0;0 7;3
NM Thin 10 33,3 12,9 aid 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,9 1,9

Average Raiding

Grade Levet 8;0 8;0 7;0 8,8 5,5 6,2 6,5 5-i8 7;1 7;1 6;1 6;3 LB_

Silvio. Bite_ 4 31 0 68 16 11 34 18 10 91 5 21 316

SaIRCEt QC calculation fru' the initial NE tine

NOTE% Only experimentels who were athinistered the 'ME teat are included in this table;
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TABLE 6.6

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE JOBSTART RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF ENROLLMENT, BY SEX
(AUGUST 1885 JUNE 1986 SAMPLE)

Characteristic Male Female Total

Research Stoup (X)
Control 48;8 50.5 49 7._
Experimental 51.1 48.5 50.3

Ago (X)
18-17 23;7 23.8 23.8
18 27;3 24;2 25;7
19 18;2 21;7 20;0
20 17;4 18.3 18.8
21 13;5 13;9 137

Average Age (Yehre) 18;7 187 18.7

Ethnicity (S)
White 10;4 12;8 11;8
Black 34;3 44;0 38;2
Hispanic 52;5 48 47;1
Other 2;7 1.4 2;0

Marital Statue (X)
Never Married 81;2 85;1 88.1
Marriedo Living with Spouse 8;2 7;1 7;7
Marriedo Not Living with

SpOUSO );3 e;e 3.6
Divorcedo Widowed 0;3 1.1 07

School Geode at Time of
Dropout (X)

5-8 10;5 7;4 8;0
9 20, 25;5 23.1
10 32.1 31.8 32;0
11 31;0 28;3 30;2
12 5;5 8;0 5;8

Average Grade fit Time Of
Dropout 10;0 10.0 10;0

Last Year in School (X)
1977-1978 1;9 1;9 1;9
1980 1.1 5;2 3.2
1981 6.4 11.7 _8.1
1982 11.3 12;3 11.8
1983 19.8 20;2 20;1
1984 23;8 20;8 22;3
1985 28.8 21;0 23;8
1986 8.8 8.8 7;8

_

-129-
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TABLE 8.6 (continued)

Characteristic Male Female Total

Reason for Eligibility (%)
Receiving Welfare 160 441 30;3
70% Ems Stehderd 70;8 49;0 58;8
JTFA Eligible 8;3 4;1 6;2
Othar 4,7 2;7 3.7

Nuiber of Children (%)
0 86;7 47;3 86;4.
1 12;4 37;2 249
2 1.6 12;5 71
3 or Mrre 0;3 30 1.6

Average t4r of Children 0;2 0.7 0;4

Current Living Situation (%)
Own Household 411 21;2 12.7
One_Parent 43;4 37;0 40.2
Beth Parents 28;8 15;2 22;0'
Friends/Relatives 21.7 230 23;6
_cher C.6 0.8 1.4

Prtor Employment
(%Je

Unsubsidizeds
FULLTime 43;0 21;2 31.6
P8rt7T'ime 25;3 16;7 21;0

SubeidiZiW 15;1 179 16;5
None 27.5 49.2 38.4

Benefits Rece1ve4 (%Ir
AFDC (own case) 4.1 35;6 19;9
AFDC (other hOusehold casc 14;8 1710 15;9
Oaneral_Assistande or Home

Relief 6.0 3;8
Medicaid 12;6 31;8

_4.4
22;3

Food Stamps 28;7 44;1 35;5
UI Benefits 2,5 1.4 1;9
Housing Assistance 5.9 8;9 7;4
Other Cash Kati-stance 11;3 719 9;6
Note 61.6 32.3 41.9

Prior Occupational
Training (%)u

School 22.5 126 17;5
Jote_Corps 6.6 64 7;0
Other 8.6 517 8;1'
None 68;8 77;2 72.0.

Staple SiZeb 384 368 732

16J
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TABLE 6.6 (continued]

SOURCE: NORD caLculations from the JOBSTART EnroLLment Forms.

_NOTES:

rounding.
Distributions may not add exactLy to 100.0 percent because of

a
Distributions may not add to 100i0 percent because individuals tould

have had more then ons kind of prior ampLoyment: couLd currentLy be receiving more
than one type of benefit or could have received prior occupational training from more
than one eource.

b
Sample sizes may vary up to 18 aampLa points for seLected

Charecteristics due to missing data.



Hispanic (42 percent and 53 peeneht, respectively). Somewhat more men than

women had never married (91 percent tretr2iAS 85 Percent) and the men were far

1.666 likely to be parents. More than 50 petioeht of the women had at least

one child as compared to less than 15 pendent of the Men. Approximately 36

Perdent of the women had their own AFDC C&Se COmpared to 4 percent of the

men, and substantially more indicated that they lived in households receiv-

ing Food Stamps.

Although neither the young men nor the women Were well prepared for

jObS, the Women were even Iess prepared than the men. AlthOugh similar to

ten in the grade in which they had dropped out on average, the tenth

spade .; the Women were less likely to have had vocatidnal training while

in SChodl. Slightly more than three-quarters of the women had never had

any training as compared to two-thirds of the men. More WOth-01 than men had

never held a job -- almost hail of the women compared to slightly over one-

quarter of the men.

D. Yatitars-Influucina Recruitment_Outcomes in the Earlt
Implementation Stages of the Demonstration

As diScussed above, staff involved in outreach for the JOBSTART ptio

grams fouhd that the process of recruitment and enrollment took longer than

anticipated. The need to develop and maintain a flow of eligible appli-

cants and to randomly assign an adequate number of youths to the research

sample was a major challenge in the start-up period. In addition to

attrition, several factors appear to have affected the pace of thebe

activities.

First, as discussed earlier, some of the JOBSTART operators were known

in their areas as providers of training to adults. They consequently were

1 7 1



more experienced in recruiting that population; These operatoeb had tO

Change their images in these communities and let it be known that, theOugh

JOBSTART, they were going to be providing services for young dropouts. It

took time to get that message across. One program operator, CREC in

Hartford, also had to reach out to a new community == in this case a neW

neighborhood and ethnic group -- when it moved from an area in Which it had

established a solid reputation;

Second, in some cases limited outreach and recruitment strategies, as

Well as staff time, help explain the slow pace of enrollment. JOBSTART

sites with rolling enrollment have found it particularly difficult to gauge

the effort required to maintain an appropriate flow of applicants. It has

eVen been difficult to determine the appropriate number of applicants,

Since the attrition rate was so high betweer application and random

assignment.

A third issue -- commitment to the JOBSTART program -- is related to

Staff resoUrces. Because relatively few people worked on recruitment, less

than full commitment on the part of even one recruiter -- or a key staff

peetnn in the SDA or other referral agency -- could reduce applications;

Ali:bOUgh this was rarely a problem when it did occur, it was often related

to a new program procedure, such as random assignment; In such cases, time

was needed to deValOp an understanding of what was required from staff;

In addition, the Site at which the JOBSTART program operates appears

to influence recruittent. Where a number of youth programs operate

simultaneously == as, for example, in Milwaukee -- recruitment in JOBSTART

is someWhat more difficult and therefore takes longer; While JOBSTART has

distinctive featureS, it takes time for the youths to distinguish JOBSTART

-033-
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from other available options.

According to staff, the condition of the labor market also affected

the amount of time and effort required to Meet recruitment goals. Some

youths reportedly decided not to apply tO JOBSTART in order to take jobs in

a;étiS With stroni labor markets; In contrast, labor Markets with fairly

high unemployment rates may discourage youths feom participating in

JOBSTART fbr another reason; lacking Accurate information, they feel they

Will not find jobb even at the completion of JOBSTART's training.

In SUMMary, an examination of the experience of JOBSTART sites thUS

fati eéVeáls that intake has generally been slower than originally

envisiOned. Most of the program operators underestimated the time and

level of effoet that would be required to recruit sufficient numbers of

dropouts Who read below the eighth-grade level. Although qualitative data

suggest that Some program operators have been less resourceful and

conscientious than others in disseminating information about JOBSTART1 the

somewhat protracted enrollment schedule in JOBSTART cannot be completely

attribUted to inaUfficient efforts.

Ratheri eecruiting a minimum of 200 youths who will meet JOBSTART's

narrow eligibility Criteria is difficult and will inVolve contacting a much

larger number Of youtht than Will ever eventually enroll. As this chapter

has shown, althbUgh 6 fairly large number of youths are interested in and

apply for tht prograM- at many sites the ratio of recruited youths to

actual randOm assigntents appears to be as high as 6 to 1. Thus, the level

of enrollment in JOBSTART at thia early point should not be taken as a

statemer,; of a lack of inteeett on the part of youths who hear about the

prograw.
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APPENDIX A

Z1212.11021101

ALLENTINNLANEs CONSORTIUM: Buffalo, Nei, York

The Allentown/A.B.L.E.Y. Youth Services Consonti.nm has prOVided em7
ployment services_to youths since 1974; Allentown_operated the firSt CETA
program in_Buffalo aril remains the area's largest contractor for JTPA=
funded youth programs -ving about 400 youths annually; Approximately 40
to 50 percent of thome_served are dropouts. Allentown offers in=house
educational, employability development and direct placement services_as
well as counseling and Othertraining-related support services. The_Centet
subcontracts with occupational training vendors including colleges,
proprietary schools and _private, nonprofit organizations. In June 1985,
Allentown_betame a_ Comprehensive Competencies Program (CCP) Learning Center

The_computer-assisted CCP curriculum, also used at three other
JOBSTART sites, provides self-paced, compeency-based instruction on an
open=entry/open-exit basis.

Allentown began_random assignment of youths into JOBSTART in June
1986. JOBSTART Students receive a minimum of 15 hours per week of academie
instruction in additiOn to individual and group counseling and other pro=
gram support, including career exploration assistance, needs-based pay=
mentsi_transportation assistance and job survival skills training. Day=
care and mental health servides are available through a referral network.

Allentown operates _a sequential JOBSTART program. Participants up-
grade their basic skills until they meet the entry requirements of an
occupational skills training course in the career area that they have
se:ected under the guidance of Allentown staff. However, depending upon
needs and circumstances, academic and vocational instruction can be offered
concurrently to some participants.

JOBSTART at Allentown is paid for by JTPA Title IIA funds allocated
through the local JTPA agency and by'JTPA 8 percent set-aside funds awarded
through the State Education and_EMploYMent Demonstrations (SEED) program of
the Department of Education Of NeW Y6rk State.

THE BASIC SKILLS ACADEMY: New York, New York

The Basic Skills Academy is a _privates nbnprofit alternative educa-
tion program with a_national _reputation fOt_ProViding effeotive basic aca-
demic and world-of-work training to approxithattly_400 diaadvantaged high
school dropouts from the five boroughs of Nett YOE* city eadh year.

The BSA began operating a pilot phase Of JOBSTART during the fall and
winter of 1985-1986 under a contradt With the New York City Private

-136-
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Industry Council. _Under_ different funding arrangements, the BSA entered
the full demonstration when_ it began random assignment in October_1986,
Formerly_part of_ the _DiVision of_ Community Services Of_the Bank Street
College of EducatiOnv the BSA moved to new_quarters ininid=4Ugust 1986 and
now operates under the ausp,ces or the Literacy Assistande Center (LAC).
Although privately incorporatedv_the LAC is part_ of the Mayor's Office of
Youth Services; Under the_LACI_ the Academy operates JOBSTART as its single
program service; The educational_ component_Xeatures _the Comprehensive
Competencies Program (CCP)_ curriculumj described ib the peofild Of_the
Allentown site; Occupational_ skills training_ slOtS f-di the_ BSA's
sequential JOBSTART program will_ be provided by the NeW York City
Department of Employment skills training contractors.

The Mayor's Office of Youth Services provides funding for JOBSTART a8
well as managerial oversight. Additional funding is provided through the
SEED program of the New York State Department of Education. The ChaSe
Manhattan Bank is the corporate sponsor for JOBSTART at the BSA.

CENTER FOR EMPLOYMENT TRAINING: San Joe, California

Part of a federation of centers located in six western states, the San
Jose Center for Employment Training (CET) is the largest And has 20 yearS
of operating experience. CET programs are targeted to a high=risk popula=
tion composed predominantly of Chicanos and migrant workers. Thirty
percent of the 775 enrollees are youths. Most of ttpase youths are eligible
for JOBSTART. CET began to participate in the demnstration in NoVember
1985.

The major focus of the_CET program offered to JOBSTART paptioipants iS
occupational skills_ training for_such positions as_electronic teChhiCian,
auto mechanic, and seeretary; Basic_skills_instruction is tailered te eddh
occupational area and integrated into the total training program WhiCh iS
individualized in approach; English_as a Second Language (ESL)_and GED
instruction run concurrently with skills:training when_ appropriate, _CET
also operates a Montessori school with developmental child care which is
open to the children of JOBSTART enrollees;

Support for the JOBSTART program comes from CET's diversified funding
base which includes state 8 percent educational set-aside funds from the
California State Job Training Coordinating Council and JTPA Title-IIA
funding awarded by the local SDA; The state 8 percent educational
Set-aside funds, totalling $50,000, have been used to support a full-time
coordinator position and to augment support services;

Owlyec

Chicago- flilnois
IATIO UST SS ; ';"

The Chicago Commons Association is a private, nonprofit, community-
baded organization with a 90-year history of providing a variety of ser-
viceS, including job training, delinquency prevention and community energy
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conservation programs to residents in low-income neighborhoods of Chicago.
Approximately 204000 people are served annually through the Association'S
five social service centers.

Chicago Commons' Industrial and Business Training Program offers job
training in high-demand occupationa through intensive 6- to 9-month classes
in industrial and clerical areaS for poSitions such as automatic screw
machine_ operators, plastic injection mold setters, packaging machinery
mechanics, industrial inSpectora and word processors. In consultation with
employers, curricula are developed and modified as the employers' needs
change; Training at Chicago Commons combines competency-based instruction
with hands-on experience. Instruction in basic academic skills is tailored
to each occupational area and integrated into the occupational skills
curricula..

Since training programs at_ChiCago Commons were designed primarily for
adults, Chicago Commons agreed tb Make adaptations to serve_JOBSTART-eligi-
ble youths. JOBSTART partioipantS are proVided with special counseling,
work maturity workshops arid 10 additional hours of academic instruction
each week. Inaddition, JOBSTART partiCipants -- as weIl as other
enrollees at ,Chicago Commons eedei*OL need-based payments and other
support services available thrOUgh the JTPA system; Random assignment to
JOBSTART began in March 1986.

_Funding for_JOBSTART domes frOM both the city and state JTPA systems;
The Mayor's_Office of Employment and Training is paying for_the skills
trainim& The Illinois Department Of COMmerde and Community Affairs (DCCA)
is providing $114i000 of JTPA 8 perdent funda for counseling and support

-CONNELLEY SKILL LEARNING CUTER: Pittsburgh. Pennsylvania

The ConnelIey Skill Learning Center is PittObUrgh!S Area Vocational
Technical School (AVTS), a elvision of the_PittSbUrgh PUblic_Sdhool System.
The Center serves approximately 1,000 people_per year inoluding adults and
in-schooI youths as'well as young high school dropouts._ _To be eligible to
attend Conneney, one must be at least 17 1/2_yeart_old and a Pittsburgh
resident; Conneney provi occupational skills training in 28 fields as
well as basic education and GED preparation. _The Adult BaSic Education
staff supplement traditional classroom approriches_with Computer-assisted
instruction using Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) Materials.
Tutorial assistance is also available.

When JOBSTART random assignment began in August 1985, Connelley became
the first operational site in the demonstration. Each day, participants
combine four hours of vocational instruction with tWo hourt of_academic
instruction. JOBSTART participants have enrolled in 16 of Connelley's 28
Skill areas, including data entry, clerical skills, eiectrical occupations,
auto technology, plumbing and masonry.
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An ad-hoc advisory committee composed of representatives from the
school, the Allegheny Confererice on Community Development CACCD), the
Private Industry Council and the City of Pittsburgh as well as community-
based organizations bas worked to develop the JOBSTART program in
Pittsburgh; The committee also developed a mentoring component in which
local employers are matched with JOBSTART students who are training in
similar occupational fields.

ACCD has also been instrumental in providing and helping to raise
private funds for incentive payments tied to attendance and performance.
JOBSTART operating costs are paid for by 8 percent education linkage funds
from JTPA as well as funding from the State Department of Education and the
Pittsburgh Board of Education.

WITOL-REGION-EDUCATION COUNCIL-(CREC): Hartford. Connecticut

The Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) in Hartford was_created in
19ai in response to the city's burgeoning dropout problem, estimated to be
close to 50 percent. CREC serves local _school districts by brokering
services to encourage and develop cooperative educational programs. Its
Work_and Learn Center, where JOBSTART is run, provides 17.= to 21-year old
economicaiiy_disadvantaged high school dropouts with academic remediation,
pre-employment training and work internships. The Center serves about 325
students each year.

The JOBSTART program at CREC is sequential with basic educational
instruction preceding occupational skills training. Occupational skills
training is provided through an arrangement with local training vendors and
employers, incIuding_the Connecticut National Bank, the Hartford College
for Women, the Urban League and the Greater ,'_,tford Community College;
Between the educational and occupational compo,eqits, JOBSTART participants
may enter short=term internships to gain work experience in their skill
area. CREC began to integrate the Comprehensive Competencies Program (CCP)
into its academic remediation program shortly before JOBSTART random assign-
ment began in April 1986.

CREC meets its JOBSTART budget
locally awarded JTPA Title IIA funding
Foundation for Public Giving and from
Aetna Life and Casualty Foundation
Hartford's JOBSTART Site.

using several aources, including
as well as funds from the Hhrtford
Jobs for Connecticut Youth. The
provides corporate support for

-EAST-LOS-ANGELLEs-sialLs-C-ENTER ParlF.Gall for ni a

The &1St Los Angeles Skills Center is one of six skills training
centers operating under the direction of the Los Amgeles Unified School
District's Invision of Adult and Occupational Education. Founded in 1966,
it is located in a predominantly Hispanic area seven miles from downtown
Los Angeles. Each year the Center provides educational and occupational
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Zzufning services to approximately 500 students, 200 of whom are econom-
zally disadvantaged youths. The Center operates on an open-entry/exit

basis;

JOBSTART random_ assignment began in May 1986; Once assessed by a
Counselor,_ JOBSTART participantS follow an individualized skills training
And_educational plan that guides them through the Center's pre-employment,
Work maturity, basic education and vocational curricula; Occupationalakills training and basic_ education instruction occur _simultaneously._
Enrellees can receive _skills _training in office occupations, auto and
diesel mechanics, VCR installation _and _repair, industrial_machine opera
tiOnsi and other occupations_ in high demand_ in the labor market; All
Skills trai!...±ng is competency=based in approach.

The academic component features a_Los Angeles School District Learning
Lab-Oratory with GED preparation and high school diPlota sequences. English
as a Sedond Language is offered for those who need it. Supplementing the
edUdational curricula is a support service system that provides child care,
tranSportation, counseling, and, in some dabea, meals and financial
68SiStance.

_ _The bulk of the Centeris :funding comes_frOt public sources, most
notably the Los Angeles Unified School _DiStridt, Which_ also provides
ib=kind Support. JOBSTART receives locally awarided JTPA 8 percent funds
and_ _8 percent funds awarded_ directly through the state. The Atlantic
Biel:field Foundation is the corporate sponsor for the Center.

11,UENTRO-COMMUNITY COLLEGE JOB TRAINING CEMLERLaallalIKAA

The Job Training Center (JTC) of El Centrn Community College is part
of the Dallas County Community_College District. The JTC has a history of
targeting its employment training and educational serviceS to economically
disadvantaged youths and adults and serves over 500 people a year.

In March 1986, when random assignment began, the El Centro bite became
the second JOBSTART _program in the State of Texas. Participants upgrade
their academic Skills in a program that provides individualized, com-
petencybaded instruction in mathematics, reading and Vriting, social
studies and science. As soon as they are academically ready, students
receive hands-on vocational/technical training in one of the following
areas: accounting/ bookkeeping, air conditioning and refrigeration service,
automotive service and repair, cable_TV installation_and technology, data
entry end general office occupations. Individualized counseling is
available throughout enrollment in JOBSTART. A Life Skills_courbe covers a
range of topics, including pre-employment skills, personal budgeting and
sexuality.

The City Of Dallas SDA supporte skills training and the babic educe-
tiOn conipOnent and provides needs-based payments for JOBSTART PartiCipants
from itS pod]. Of JTPA 8 percent funds. The Texas Deporitment of Community
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Affairs committed an additional $125,000 of JTPA 8 percent funds. The
Dallas Community College District is making sizeable in-kind and cash con-
tributions to JOBSTART, and the Atlantic Eiqhfield Foundation is the
corporate sponsor.

THE EM/LY GRIFFI- iNNEfel:IN" el;IF 1/S1r71W".1.1.1teAe1 -immrmswimm-xur.011K-Le_Lo

Located in_downtown_ Denver, the Emily _Griffith Opportunity School
(EGOS) has served adults in_the_Denver metropolitan area since 1916- Under
the_ supervision of the DiVision of Continuing Education and Manpower
Training of the Denver PUblic Schools, EGOS offers training in over 350
subjects to over i5,000 students annually.

EGOS began operating JOBSTART in April_ 1986. _JOBSTART participants
rece:.7e academic instruction and occupational training concurrently. The
basic math and reading programs are geared toward attainment of a GED Or
high school diploma. EGOS features individualized instruction, and all
peogram areas are open-entry/exit;

Sizty community rivisory committees, comprised of representatives_from
over 500 Colorado f 1;4 meet regularly to review and improve vocational
curricula at EGOS; The occupational skills training areas available to
JOBSTART_youths include:_food management and production, auto body repair
and auto mechanics, business data programmint, eleronics technology,
refrigeration/heating maintenance and secretarial skills; JOBSTART
partpants also receive individual and group counseling, work readiness
and life skills training, and transportation and child-care payments.

The collaborative effort to fund JOBSTART involves several state and
local agencies, including the Denver Employment and Training Administra-
tion, the Governor's Jobs Training Office, the Denver Public Schools, and
the American Telephone and Telegraph Foundation.

SER-JOBS _FOR _PROGRESS. MCI Comm Christi. Texas

The SER-Jobs for Progress, Inc. affiliate in Corpus Christi hAs boen
providing skills training since 1965; In May 1985, the City of_ Corpus
Christi awarded SER a JTPA contract to provide remedial_ educatiOn_ and
vocational skills training in high demand occupations to high sehocl
dropouts and poorly-performing high school graduates; The local_initiative
became part of the JOBSTART demonstration- in October 1985 when random
assignment began; Additional funding is provided through the Texas
Department of CoprInity.Affairs, whin)] awarded $128,000 to SER out of the
JTPA 8 percent f. s reserved for coordination with education programs.

Educational instruction and skills training are run concurrently at
SER; The educational program_incorporates computerized instruction (using
the PLATO system) a?: wen as pencil and paper exercises; Training is
offered for positions as typists and account clerks as well as in auto
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mechanics and auto body paint and papaie._ Support services include
needs=based payments, individualized cOUnSelingi child care provided at
another SER facility; anz; incentive avatdd baSed_on academic performance;_
More Specialized social services can be attanged_through referral to othercommunity agencies; The Texas Employm-F- ' ComMiSSion has responsibility for
job deveropMent and placement;

The Milwaukee_affillate of the national SER-Jobs for Progress program
was organized i4 1973 to serve the_ city's growing Hispanic population;
Although the_agency's primary focus is the Hispa:Ao community, serVices are
Provided to a broad=based constituency including blacks, ASik And whites;

SER currently provides basio skins instrucLion,_traini4 in English
as a Second Languagt:t counseling and direct piactiment tO youths and adults
as well as tryoUt employment, vocational skills training and child-care
services;

At SER, the two major components of thc JOBSTART mo(-Al education and
skills traillirlgt_are delivered sequentially; SER first_enroiis JOBSTART
participants_in its basin academie skills or GED preparation classes both
of which utilize the computer-assisted Comprehensive Competennies_Program
(CCP); _Participants who pass the GED_exam or raise_their basic skille to a
level that meets _the entry requirements of skills training_ courses then
enter vocational training. Courses in olerical occupations (receptionist,
cIerk/typist ar word processing) are available_ on=Sitt _at_ SER, In
addition, t'in al gement with the Milwaukee Area Technical College (MATC)
allows partiel .s to enter courses in a wide variety of occupational
areas;

Because SER operates an open=entryinpen-exit basisi_youths eluibla
for JOBSTART_dre recruited iind randomly asolgned as slots become_available
in basic education or GED preparation classes; Random assignment began in
April 1986;

Counselors meet with JOBSTART'enrollet!s on a regular basis and dee
available to help youths cope Tirith problems as they arise; SER is- aleci
able to provide _part=time tfork experience positions to some JOBSTART
participants as an incentive tzi eagulae Attendance;

Funding for SER's 'JOBSTART program is provided through the agency's
contract with the Milwaukee _County Executive Office of Economic Resource
Development, the JTPA adMinistrdtive agent for the city;

Located 30 minutes _eaSt Of Charlotte, Stanly Technical College_is
fully accredited by the Commissien en Colleges of the Southern Association
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of Colleges and Schools and is one of t major recipients of JTPA funding
from the Centreline Council of Governments and the Centreline Private
Industry Council. JOBSTART random assignment began in November 1985;

JOBSTART participants are provided with human resources development
(counseling life skills and employability development), banfA: education
(competencybased adult basic education, adult high school diploma and GED
preparation) and occupational skills training. At Stanly Technical
College, JOESTART operates sequentially with the human resources develop-
ment and educational programs preceding the occupational skills training;
Training in electro-mechanical maintenance and electronic data entry are
availableto JOBSTART partielipants. The North Carolina Department of Labor
has accredited the electro-mechanical training course as a rre-Apprentice-
ship Training program. Through_a system of individual referrals, youths
interested in machinist* auto_mechanics, welding and respiratory technician
training can be accomodated in separately _funded _programs at Stanly
Technical College. The PLATO computer-assisted education system was
installed as an additional feature of the JOBSTART program.

JOBSTART's funding is a _collaboration _of JTPA and educational
resources. The Centreline Council of_Governments --_ the JTPA advinistra-
tion_entity flnds_the clertcal and inhouse occupational skills training
and human resource development*. components through Title IIA di JTFA. The
North Carolina Department of Community_Ccillegest award of over_$900000 of
JTPA 8percent education funds_supports the_electro-mechaniCal _training.
These funds are supplemented by state, federal and local educational
revenues.

By__mutual agreement with the Manpowr Demonstration Research
Corporation, Stanly Technical College withdrew from the researeh effort in
the fall 0f 1986, largely because of diffieulties as3oc;7_ted With
recruiting the required number of youthS in a rurei r-tVironment.

THE JOB CORPS SITES

The non=residential components of four Job Corps Centers participate
in JOBSTART in_Atlanta, Los Angeles,_ PhOenix and Sacramento. JOBSTART
participants receive the same education, skills training and _support
services as other Job Corps enrollees, but do not reside at Job Corps
Centers.

Shortly after enrollment, JOBSTART youths enter the Occupational
Exploration Program (OEP) phase of the Job Corps program in which youths,
with the assistance of a vocational counselor, sample the types of skillS
training offered by the Centers. At the completion of the OEP,_ JOBSTART
youths are assigned to a particular skills area, which matches their
abilities and interests. Both the education and occupational _skills
training components are open-entry/open-exit and self-paced. Education and
skills training are organized according to an individualized plan.
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JOBSTART participants also _receive world-of-work and .Iife skills
instruction, and have_access to_JOb Cgegs support services, such a day care
and recreation facilities; They_ retaive Medical exams and medical and
dental treatment, if needed. Graduated p&yments_are given to participants
who meet specified attendance and performance standards during their stay
in the Job Corps;

Funding for the Job Corps comes from Title IVB of JTPA.

ATLANTA JOB CORPS: AtIant-. Georgia

The Atlanta Job Corps, operated by the Management_and ':7reining Corpor4
ation# provides a mix of educational approaches including_computerassisted
learning as weII as traditional classroom methods. Vocational akilla
training prepares youths for entry into fields such as calinary_arts, word
prodessing, other clerical work, building maintenance and health._ AbOUt
half Of the 191 non-residential slots of the Atlanta Job Corps will be uSed
for JOBSTART youths; JOBSTART random asSignment began in August 1986.

NGE --ESJOB

_ _Operated by the YWpA of Los Angelesi_the Los Angeles Job Corps Center
16 the fifth largest Job Corps Center in the nation and one or the_ oldeat.
Half of the 750 corpsmembers are non7residents_and half _aea female. _The
Centrnl_downtown facility offers JOBSTART to non-residential cotps tetberS
as do three non-residentiaI satellites in East Los Angeles, South canteal
Los_Aagaida and San Pedro. Random assibnment to JOBSTART began in August
1986.

In Lijs Angeles, JOBSTLAT particvants enroll in occupational skills
ttaigiag programs ':ionducted by the lob Corps Center itself OP may_be
referred to the public educational 67stem in the community. Oa-Site
teainigg_peogeata include an extensive business education program as well
as etl7qding maintenance, off-set printing, cuItAary arts, licensed
vocanal nur3ing and nursing assistance programs.

The kmerioan Telephone and _Telegraph Foundation is the corporate
sponsor for the Los_AngsleS JOBSTART program and is exploring training
opportunities for youths in telemarketing.

1110.1112LJIDILSMILISSETER4 Phoeniru-Arizond

The Phoenix Job Corps Center is operated by the Teledyne Economic
Development Corporation under contract to the U.S. Department of Labor.
The Center has the capacity to serve over 400 youths, roughly equally
divided between residential and non-residentiaI components. Eligible
applicants are recruited on an ongoing basis and enrolled as slots become
available. Random assignment of non-residential Corps members to JOBSTART
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began in June 1986.

_ As at the other Job Corps sites, JOBSTART participants receive ',Sid
educeAon instruction concurrently with occupational skills train_ -.
Occupal;ional training at the Phoenix Center includes classes in buil&
maintenancel retail sales, bookkeeping and electronics assembly; 1

additiOnL JOBSTART youths at the Phoenix site are eligible for unim-
sponsored_ courses that prepare trainees for pre-apprenticeships in the
building trades.

The American Telephone and Telegraph Foundation is a corporate sponsor
of the JOBSTART program at the Phoenix Job Corps Center.

mentio -California

The Sacramento Job Corps Center is operated by the Singer Educational
Division _of_ the Singer-Link Corporation. The Center serves approximately
275. residents and 120 non-residents per year. JOBSTART random assignment
began in October 1986.

As at the_other Job Corps sites,_ JOBSTART participants spend approxi-
mately_two weeks in assessment and life lkills groups in which they match
their interests and aptitudes to vocatioi training options. Upon comple-
tion of the assessment phase, they_ begin vocational skills training and
basic_ skills education; the a;aount of time devoted to each co=ponent
depends on the level of competency in reading and computing skills.

At the _Sacramento Job Corps_Center, vc.T7,i,:nAl training is offered in
26 areas including_heavy equipment operatic- ;u 2,rescape maintenance and en-
gineering, surveying, medical_ transcripticH Ac'.1e health aide, carpentry,
auto_bOdy and fender repair, plastering, photo offset lithography, word 1-,ro-
cessiligl culinary arts and computer operations and repair. World-of-work
and life Skilla instruction are also part of the preparation for jobs
within the Job Corps.
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1. As of January 1987, 15 Sites remain in the JOBSTART demonstra-
tion; _By_ mUtual agreement with the Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporationi_ Stanly Technical College, located in
Albemarle, NOrth Carolina, withdrew from the research effort,
largely because of the difficulties associated with recruiting
the required number of youths in a rural environment;

2. Betsey et al.L 1985, p. 24. CETA we.s the predecessor
legislat11 to JTPA.

3. Hahn and Lerman, 1985; p. 97.

4. Betsey et al., 1985;

5i Job Training _Longitudinal suevey Rébeerc'. Advisory Panel,
198. %Ilia approach_ bas_ subs-ego-deny beo adopted by the
Department of Labor in itS planfled evaluation of the JTPA
system;

6. AU data in this paragraph are dr.aWn from U.S. General
Accounting Office, 1986? pp. 5-13.

7; Hahn and Lerman, 1985; pp. 2--7.

8; Rees, 1986; Table 1, p. 615.

9. Levin; July 1985;

10. Sum et al., 1986;

11. National Alliance of Business, 1986, p. 2; and Hahn and
Lerman, 1985, pp. 7-8;

12. Hahn and Lerman, 1983 p. 7.'

13; Information provided on 6 of 4Youth 2000: Challenge and
Opportunityin a fact sheet prer, red by the_HUdSein Inatitute
for a conference of that title ,4)onsored Iv the Departtent of
Labor and the National Alliance of BuLadss, June 10, 1986,

14,

15.

16

17.

Sum et

Betsey

Walker

Walker

al., 1986, p. 3.

et al., 1985, p. 8.

et al., 1985; and Cook et al., 1985;

et al., 1985; and Cook et al., 1985.
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18. The f4.4 the 7.3(:o Youth Alternative in Boston;
BHRAGS ::"tro(,;lyn' ;:aii13:q Ralph and Good Shepherd) in
Brooklyn; Z.B.r.ti 3Ev.le Skijls Academy in New York City;
the Connelltby Learning f;entr in Pittsburgh; and the
Center for EMpl'Yyr14;:l., Train!.ng in San Jose.1 The findings from
the pilot phase zr-, paVided in Redmond, 1985.

19. Borus, 1984.

20; Betsey et al., 1985; and Hahn and Lerman, 1985.

21. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1980.

22. Farkas et aI., 1984.

23. Public/Private Ventures, 1983.

24 Haller et ai., 1982;

25. In this report, the term "remedial education" is used in a
broad sense to indicate that a target_ population Of poor
readers is in need of or receiving some kind Of_inStrUCti011 in
basic education to bring them up to expected _levels of
rtainment. It is not used in its more technical sense to
t.efer specifically to educational programs geared to GED
instruction for youths who have attained a 7.5 reading level.

26. MaIIar et al., 1982;

27. Work experience is an allowable activity under JTPA, but
unless certain conditions are met, the entire cost (including
wage payments) is considered to be a participant support cost.
No more than 30 pl:rcent -- and generally no more than 15 per-
cent -- of program funds can be spent on support costs. Work
experience can be billed to training under the ftllowing
conditions: when it is limited te, six months and when it is
combined with classroom or other training.

28. Walker et ai., 1985, p. 22.

eHAPTER 2

1. Federal Reaister, VoI. 51, No. 22, February 3; 1986, p. 4249.

2. Theistandards Are published in U.S. Department of K:abori June
1986. The rates are based on the number of participants who
have_been terminated from the program, not the total number of
enrollee6.
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3. See Chapter 1, Footnote 27.

4. Walker et al.=, 1935; Cook et al., 1985; and National Alliance
of Business, 1985.

5. The findings from this survey conducted by the Brandeis
University Center for Human Resources are reported in "What's
Happening to Title II=A FundiAW in TotittL_Programs, Winter
1986, a newsletter publiShed by The Center for Human Resources
and the National Association of Private Industry Councils.

6. U.S. Department of Labor, May 1986, pp. 6-7.

7. U.S. General Accounting Office; 1985, p. 10. The Study
examined enrollees in service delivery areas that had also
been prime sponsors under CETA.

8. The pm-gram year 1984-1985 standards are provided in federal
fiegister, VoI. 49, No; 22, February 1, 1984, p. 4054. Actual
performance data 'are regularly updated by the Department of
Labor. The performance data on program year 1984 included
here were published by the National Alliance of Business in
Bus-iness Currents, Technical Report Nn. 4, March 3, 1986, P.
1.

9. Walker et al., 1985, PP. 62-63.

10. U.S. Department of Labor, May 1986, Taule B- .

11. drinker Associates 1986, Pp. vi-vii, 74-75.

12. Cook et al., '985, Capter 6, pp. 24-26; and Walker et a
1985, p, 21.

13. Walker et al ':485, P. 22

14. Walker et al., 1985, pp. .-.2-4!3, 28.

15. U.S. General Accounting Office, 1985, p. 19.

16. Grinker Associates, 1986, pp. 66-68.

17. The JTPA performance standards are actually adjusted twice at
the lor;al level: once in the br-:nning of tne program year for
planning purposes, and again at the end of the year to take
into account actual enrollments and demographic factors.

18. In a _performance-based contract. fun payment is contingent
upon the _attainment of specific performance ftbjectiv,s, _such
as enrollment levels; prograr compOetion rates, coalpetency
lex*1A, 02acement rates and average entry wige rates. A



cost-reimbursement contract, in contrast, is not tied directly
to specific outcomes and covers actual costs up to a maximum.

19. U.S, Department of Labor, June 1986; and National Association
of Counties, 1986.

20. Grinker Associates 1986, pp. 54-55, 62.

21. See, _for example, National AssocisJo.,- of Private Industry
Councils, _January 1986. A General 11.:Jting Office Study on
the use of employment competency systems in JTPA is scheduled
for release in early 1987.

22. An amendmek ;TPA enacted in the fail of 1986 (P.L. 99-496)
requires S, t_ establish a remedial education component in
their Summ, Employment Program.

23. Grinker Associates, 1986, pp. 69-70.

CHAPTER

1. As explained in Footnote 1 of Chapter 1, as of January 1987,
15 sites remain in the JOBSTART demonstration.

2; The Basic Skills Acrdemy operated JOBSTART as a pilot program
with JTPA funding provided through the New York City PIC
during the winter of 1985-1986. The full demonstration phase,
which began in the fall 0f 1986, ii operated WithOUt lotal
JTPA funding, howev,!r. The reasons for this change are
discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

3; New York State Education Department, p. 2.

4 California State Job Training Coordinating Council, Youth
Subcommittee, Oct(ber 1985.

CHAPTER k

1; Youths who enter ;kills training at the sequential sites are
encouraged to continue in the eaucation classes if etaff feel
that they would benefit from additional assistance.

2. Milwaukee SER offers one occupational_training class_onsite
clerical training; the other sites have no training

component on-site.
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CPAPTER-5-

1. CET in_San Jose was offered separate entered employment_rates
for youth and adultst_but preferred one overall vste in its
contract with the County of Santa Clare,

2. This point is.also discussed in Grinker AsociLto, 1986, PP.
29-33, 40, and 117=119.

3. U.S. Department of Labor, Ju:...1 1986, PP. H-3, H-10.

4. See, for example, Manpower DemonstrAtion 11030-arch Corporation,
1980; Wolfhageni 1983; Gueron, 1984; and Quint and Riccioi
1985.

5. Initially, performance-based contracts Fid only for training
that_rettated in placement in a training-related job. A 1984
aMendMent to the JTPA legislation expanded the_definition tO
apply as weIl to other activities that resulted in a yOuthts
pOtitl.J'e termination.

6. The NeW York City JTPA system dorts, howeveri_earmark 8 Perdent
monies for basic education programs which allow fer_a lengeo
training cycle than that _in the Basic Skills_ Adadety'S
contract. Officials suggest _that this Would be a more
appropriate source of funding for programs such as JOBSTART.

CRAFTER 6

1. A fewprogram operators did not have extensive experienCe_in
recruiting youth target groups. Connelley Skill Leatinitig
Center, Corpus Christi SER, Emily Griffith Opportunity SChOol,
Chicago Commons, CET and SAnly Technical college tradi=
tiOnally have served more adults than youths. In additiOno
EGOS_hda generally developed recruitment campaigna only for
special programs.

2. Betsey et al., 1985, p. 8.

3. Diaz at si., 1982,
. O. 47.

4. Diaz et al.i 1982, O. 48.

5; Diaz et al.0 1982, Op. 54-55.

6; See, for example, Welkir et alii 1985.

7. U.S. DepartAent of Labor, May 1986, Appendix Table 0-3.

8. cET in san Jote and EGOS in rnlver do frequently have waiting
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lists for entry into particular skills training courses.

9. However, in order to eliminate fewer potential JOBSTAHT
enrollees, the criterion for reading competency was made more
flexible to allow up to 20 percent of the youths comddered
eligible for random assignment to demonstrate a level_ of
.,eading competency between the eighth and ninth grade levela.

10. Reading oompetency levels as measured on the TAM may not be
identical to levels obtained on other standardized tests used
in the eligibility determination process.

11. The Job Corps Centers and the Center for Employment Training
do not tdminister reading tests to applicants prior to random
assignment.

12. Adults as well as youti-.1 participating in job training prog=
grams under Title_II _orr_JTY: (toth_ PartsA and B) must be
economically disadvanWed, defined by family_inUbte WhiCh it
lielation to family _si;-,4t is not in excess of the higher of
either the poverty levej. established by_the_federal Offide Of
Management and_Budget yr 70_percent of the lower, _living stanE
dard income level; -r-A, considered economically disadvantaged
are people receivinF cash welfare payments_ under_federal,
state or local progrls; Food Stamp recipients; foster OM=
dren receiving state or local _government cash support; and
handicapped adults v.:hose own income meets economically disad==
vantaged criteria but whose family income might not. Under
Part A of. Title II of JTPA -- but not Part B, which covers
summer youth programs -- up to 10 percent of the participants
may be considered eligible regardless of income if they face
specified barriers to employment. Examples of such individ-
uals include, but are not restricted to, those who nave
limited English language proficiency; displaced homemakers;
school dropouts; teenage parents; handicapped older workers;
veterans; offenders; alcoholics; and addicts. Applicants for
regular JIPA youth programs must be 16 through 21 years of
age.

13, Tbe dob Corps income eligibility standards are the same as
those establishing elibility for services under JTPA. In
addition_to meeting the income standard, applicants for the
Job _Corps must e 14 through 21 years of age._ In order to
participate in the Job Corps, young people must need the
educational, training, or intensive counreIing services as
provided by the Job Corps in order to secure and hold jcibs or
to _pursue further training and education through other
institUtions.

1 . However, _not all the program operators required that all
individuals applying for MA services provide proof of
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meeting each_ criterion; Some required that only a certain
percentage of those certified as_eligible provide dOCUMent4-
tion._ The type_of documentation required alsn_may vary. _For
example, until the SOing of 1986, the Dallas SDA _required_an
original birth Certificate as proof of age, although other
SDAs aosepted.a Variety of documentation;

15. Programs that established a lower boundary of reading compe=
tency in determining eligibility for JOBSTART services used
competency at the fifth grade level as the eligibilityMoor".
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